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PREFACE TO REVISED EDITION 


This volume may be said to have needed revision 
from the moment of its birth. Ten years ago I 
allowed it to appear in a confessedly unfinished 
state, to be used rather as a syllabus than as a 
text complete in itself. During these ten years the 
need for revision has not decreased; for, in spite 
of rumors to the contrary, philosophy does pro¬ 
gress. There have been marked changes in the 
temper and position of philosophical discussion. 
There have been even more marked changes in the 
philosophical interest of the public. 

In technical philosophy, the chief changes which 
ought to affect our statement of the Types seem 
to me to be these: the disintegration of neo-realism 
as a school; the partial inheritance by ‘logical 
positivism’ of that current of faith which, evis¬ 
cerating metaphysics, stakes all on scrupulous care 
in definition and inference; the completed outline 
of Whitehead’s metaphysics; the marked effort in 
the later thought of Dewey as well as of Whitehead 
to incorporate strands of idealism into naturalism. 

There is evidently here a division of labor, which 
threatens to become a confusion of tongues, be¬ 
tween those who believe (with the nineteenth cen¬ 
tury) that an improved logic and theory of 
knowledge must precede any advance in philoso¬ 
phy, and those who see that every theory of knowl¬ 
edge assumes a metaphysics, and who go directly 
about the substantial work of philosophy, that of 
guiding mankind in the judgment and ordering 
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of life. Philosophy cannot do its work unless these 
two concerns are held in working accord; nor can 
it otherwise meet the change which I have men¬ 
tioned in the philosophical interest of the public. 

For the public, so far as it indulges in think¬ 
ing, is becoming clear in its mind tlxat philosophy 
is what it needs and wants. It is as eager as ever 
for science, and expands its reading (while re¬ 
stricting its credence) of psychology and sociol¬ 
ogy. But it now realizes that the sciences, and espe¬ 
cially the sciences of man, require a supplement 
if they are not to mislead even while they enlighten. 
For the mind of man operates in a world, and its 
thought of the world it inhabits enters into all its 
other thoughts: unless therefore we take the nature 
of the world into account (and this is the business 
of philosophy) we can have but a warped and 
truncated psychology or sociology. The public, 
therefore, beginning with the undergraduates, is 
ready for a philosophy which, mindful at every 
point of the results of the sciences, is both a meta¬ 
physic and a meta-psychology. 

Revision is also called for by certain defects of 
the original text in respect of proportion. Natu¬ 
ralism has its development beyond the type, a 
sadder and wiser naturalism which in that text 
had too little scope. Pragmatism was taken too 
much from one of its phases. The separation of 
‘ways of knowing* from metaphysics was forced 
too far. Idealism, especially, was shabbily treated 
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in a number of skeleton-chapters. I deliberately 
left them in sketch because I imagined the in¬ 
structor revelling in his liberty to expand. I for¬ 
got that, unless he cared to expand at just that 
point, he would be more likely to berate the author 
for negligence, and justly. With the present issue 
I begin a process of revision which will do some¬ 
thing to cure these defects. 

One quality, howcv^er, I stubbornly keep, though 
it is at least half a defect,—incompleteness. I 
decline to attempt an exhaustive review of extant 
(still less of historical) varieties of doctrine. I 
keep in mind the student who wants to see his way 
to truth, and who has first to make the main prob¬ 
lems his own before he can achieve any appetite 
for the shades and half-shades of the ‘isms.’ 
With this principle, something less than justice is 
bound to be done to individual thinkers. Put it 
this way: all the types are one-sided; nobody’s 
philosophy is one-sided; ergo, nobody’s philosophy 
is a type; ergo, nobody’s philosophy is here ex¬ 
pounded (except my own) ! For this I olfer apol¬ 
ogy to my colleagues, as a failing inherent in the 
task, not in the unconcern of the author. It is a 
failing which I can count on their tolerance and 
humor to understand, especially since it offers 
them an invitation to expand at the point of their 
own choosing. 

® WILLUVM ERNEST HOCKING. 

Madison, N. H. 

August, 1939. 
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There are three serviceable ways of beginning 
the deliberate study of philosophy. First by read¬ 
ing the history of the subject. If one lights by good 
fortune upon the right guide to this great story, 
he discovers thought in its living context of biog¬ 
raphy and social change, and his own concern for 
truth is deepened by association with the motives 
which animated the heroes of human speculation. 
This way has its dangers; they arise cliiefly from 
the plenitude of genius which has been poured 
into philosophy during two thousand years of 
reflection. There is a multitude, a growing multi¬ 
tude, of thinkers worthy of consideration. The 
mind becomes fatigued by its riches; «and may 
gain the paradoxical impression of futility. It is 
hard for the beginner, especially if he reads duti¬ 
fully, to take liistory in the right way: not as an 
obligation to know all that wise men have thought 
—no one achieves this—but as an opportunity to 
make a few durable and important intellectual 
companionships. If five out of forty great names 
light up with a personal allurement, one has found 
his friends among the philosophers, and his read¬ 
ing of history has been a success. The likelihood 
that an American student will achieve this is in¬ 
creased, I believe, if history is his second course 
rather than his first. 
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The second way is by direct attack upon the 
problems of philosophy: what is the mind? how is 
it related to the body ? is the behavior of human 
beings a part of the machinery of nature ? is there 
a soul? does it survive death? what are these 
qualities we call good and evil ? what have wc to 
do about it ? how much, if anything, can we know 
beyond what we call science ? The answers to these 
and other such questions constitute a man’s phi¬ 
losophy: these are the things he wants to know. 

Why not plunge directly into these questions, 
with the best light to-day available, instead of ap¬ 
proaching them indirectly through the long tale of 
the thoughts of other men in other ages ? Sueh, I 
think, is the mood of the greater number of our 
seientifically-minded young people. Impatience 
and good courage mingle in it; and I believe in 
taking advantage of the courage while it is strong. 
The taste for history will come with the discovery 
that philosophy is a racial enterprise, that each 
one needs Plato’s insight to complete his own, and 
that no one else can report or epitomize what Plato 
has to say to him. 

The third way, our present way, is a union of 
both the historical and the systematic interest. 
By selecting certain types of world-view that recur 
in the history of thought, the appalling multiplicity 
of systems is reduced. One’s primary interest is in 
the validity of the world-view, not in its historic 
r6le; we are, in fact, attacking the problems of 
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philosophy for their own sakes. At the same time, 
we are becoming acquainted with representative 
thinkers; and under conditions which are, at least 
in one respect, more favorable than in the historical 
series. For we meet them when our own concern 
with a given philosophic problem is at its height, 
and their thought may most readily come to the 
aid of our own. It is hard, in an historical course, 
to get up steam on the problem, let us say of free 
will, as many times as there are philosophers who 
have had something to say on it. We have that, 
in general, to do but once. 

The chief advantage, however, is tliis: that for 
the great majority of our people, wdio are not de¬ 
voting their lives to the study of philosophy, this 
way seems best adapted to pick up their thoughts 
helpfully where they are. Our heads, as readers and 
listeners, are full of fragments of philosophy, 
hailing from every quarter. Every instructor, 
whatever his subject, conveys a philosophy; the 
teaching of English, of history, of economics, of 
science is at the same time a teaching of philoso¬ 
phy, if only because the instructor is a man and 
cannot help communicating himself via his sub¬ 
ject. Likewise our editors, our novelists, our 
preachers and priests, our poets and playwrights, 
our politicians and men of business, are con¬ 
sciously or unconsciously injecting streams of 
philosophy into our mental veins. Our unrescued 
state is one of philosophic confusion: the theories 
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we thus absorb in fragments do not agree. The 
first step toward sanity is an ability to recognize 
a proposed view or belief for what it is, and for 
what it leads to. It is the work of the Types to give 
us the necessary means first of self-defense,—and 
then of self-possession, the discovery of our own 
affinities in the world of thought and, at the best, 
the solution of some of our restless questionings. 

This way has the disadvantage of all com¬ 
binings. We shall have less of history than the 
historian, and less of system than the systematic 
enquirer. Only your own presiding genius can tell 
you whether this way is the way best fitted for 
your needs. 

* 

* * 

This document, intended in the first place for 
those who are beginning the study of philosophy 
under my charge, emerging as it is from the stage 
of the syllabus and not quite out of the shell, is dis¬ 
tinctly informal and disproportionate, with much 
of the disorder of the workshop about it. I print it 
in this condition partly because I must do it this 
way or not at all; partly because its roughness is 
like a corduroy road, a foe to the somnolence often 
induced by smooth writing; partly because it aims 
to be provocative rather than satisfying,—less a 
settlement than a mountain camp from which one 
makes excursions into the higher trails. 

Though professedly a work for beginners, it is 
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not on that account useless, I believe, for those 
more versed in philosophy. There is an argument 
in the sequence of the Types which can best be 
appraised by an initiate. And further, in phi¬ 
losophy, while we may get beyond the rudiments, 
we never leave them behind. The “first principles’^ 
of reality and of the art of living are the whole of 
our business: the latest researches and the deepest 
of contemporary insights do but contribute their 
increment to these eternal beginnings of wisdom. 

* 

♦ at 

It is a pleasure to acknowledge my indebtedness 
for many a suggestion toward clarity and teach¬ 
ableness to Miss Georgia Harkness, Professor of 
Philosophy at Elmira, who collaborated with me 
when the course was first given at Radcliffe 
College. To Dr. J. W. Miller and to Mr. George 
Morgan, assisting me at Harvard, I owe numerous 
improvements in thought and expression, es¬ 
pecially in the chapters on realism. The somewhat 
undue elaboration of these chapters is a conse¬ 
quence of the instructive intricacy of the neo- 
realistic movement, and the dispersed condition 
of its sources. Beginners if they plunge into it must 
be helped through with it. 


WILLIAM ERNEST HOCKING. 
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Chapter I 


WHAT PHILOSOPHY IS 

1. When in the vernacular we speak of a 
man’s philosophy we mean simply the sum of his 
beliefs. In this sense, everybody or at least every 
mature person, necessarily has a philosophy, be¬ 
cause nobody can manage a life without an equip¬ 
ment of beliefs. 

We are speaking of ^beliefs’ now in the wide 
sense in which belief includes all those views about 
the world by which a man actually guides his ac¬ 
tions. They need not necessarily be debatable 
opinions. A physician does not ordinarily debate 
nor try to prove that life is worth preserving: it 
is the belief he is living by, and he may take it for 
granted as a nearly self-evident truth. On the 
other hand, he may believe in the politics of the 
Liberal Party, or that the new school of painting 
is an inartistic outrage, while recognizing that his 
views are highly controversial. We mean by a 
man’s beliefs all those judgments, from certainties 
or convictions at one extreme to mere impressions 
at the other, upon which he customarily acts. Be¬ 
liefs are the opinions a man lives by, as distinct 
from those he merely entertains: in this sense they 
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constitute his philosophy. And in this sense we 
can understand Chesterton’s remark that “the 
most practical and important thing about a man 
is his view of the universe,”—^his philosophy. The 
employee is at the mercy of the philosophy of his 
employer; and the employer stakes his business on 
the philosophy of his employees,—do they believe 
in doing an honest job, inspection or no inspec¬ 
tion? 

2. When we speak of philosophy as a science, 
however, we mean the examination of belief ,— 
thinking one’s way to a well-grounded set of be¬ 
liefs. 

And we refer, in general, to those beliefs which 
have the widest scope: such beliefs as enter into 
a religious creed (existence or non-existence of 
God, immortality or extinction of the self at 
death), a code of right and wrong (the Ten Com¬ 
mandments, lawyer’s code of ethics, what consti¬ 
tutes fair competition), political convictions (de¬ 
mocracy or benevolent dictatorship, equality or 
inequality of men, races and nations), the most 
general scientific principles (evolution, uniformity 
of nature, conservation of energy). 

Thus philosophy differs from the special sci¬ 
ences in its range. Each science deals with a por¬ 
tion of the field of knowledge; philosophy at¬ 
tempts to frame a picture of the whole,—^to es¬ 
tablish a world-view, a Weltanschawung. Herbert 
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Spencer p roposes to define science as partially 
unified k nowledge , philosophy as compleirely uni¬ 
te d knowledg e.* i)oes the name philosophy savor 
somewhat of pretentiousness, as of a science be¬ 
yond science? 

There is no doubt that this color, let us say of 
high mental ambition, adheres to the ordinary 
connotation of the word philosophy: the name 
‘philosopher’ in a special sense has been reserved 
for a few outstanding intellects among men. Plato 
and Aristotle themselves had to meet the criticism 
that they were aiming at a type of knowledge 
reserved for the gods. Their reply was in effect 
that they were merely philosophers, that is, in the 
literal sense, ‘lovers of wisdom’; to which Aris¬ 
totle added this reflection, that the human reason 
is a divine element in man; in justice to ourselves 
w'e cannot do less thdn live as if whole-knowledge 
were our rightful portion. There is nothing pe¬ 
culiarly overweening in seeking knowledge of the 
whole of things: it is not presumptuous for the 
artist to outline the whole of his picture before 
putting in the details,—^it is not a matter of 
choice but of necessity if the labor is not to run 
wild that some sense of the whole should accom¬ 
pany all of it. The whole is commonly sketched- 
in roughly and is held subject to change as the 
picture develops: philosophy likewise may have 
to be content with approximate answers, or as 
* First Principles, part II, ch. i. 
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some nave thought (though here I enter a caveat*) 
with purely hypothetical answers, subject to con¬ 
stant revision. But some sense of the whole we 
inevitably carry with us. Undertake to answer the 
simple question, Where are you? and you find 
that it involves some notion of the whole universe 
in space. (Try it.) Philosophy is not the peculiar 
business of the gods, nor of the specially endowed: 
it is human business; it is everyraan’s business. 

Beliefs about the world as a whole, then, we 
must have; but can we reduce them, by logical 
examination, to a theoretical form without pre¬ 
suming too much upon our mental capacity? 

3. We do not commonly acquire our major be¬ 
liefs by a process of reasoning. They come to us 
'first by way of authority or suggestion, the au¬ 
thority of parents and teachers, the suggestion 
of admired persons whose views are absorbed by 
the hero-worshipping mind of childhood, or of the 
social environment, especially of those more inti¬ 
mate groups whose views are simply accepted or 
taken over because they are the current and ap¬ 
proved ways of looking at things in those groups 
or sets. Beliefs so gained and held without further 
examination may be called ‘prejvdicea, not in the 
derogatory but in the literal sense of the word. 

Literature and the d^ama are common and pow¬ 
erful sources of belief. The romance or i the play 

* (hi this point, see the concluding chapter. 
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conveys a silent invitation to accept a creed subtly 
recommended by the author through his charac¬ 
ters. 

All conversation tends to transmit philosophy, 
since no one can express an idea without convey¬ 
ing, if only by a flick of the eye or a gesture, 
something of his general temper and outlook, his 
optimism or pessimism, his belief in intangibles or 
his hard-headed practicality, his self-centred dis¬ 
dain or his liberal sjunpathy. And this process 
when it becomes that conversation between one 
generation and another which we call “tradition,” 
from which every one selects what appeals to him 
as valid or fit, is the chief original source of belief 
in the form of prejudice. 

4. There is something to be said in behalf of 
prejudice, as against the proposal of philosophic 
science that belief should be examined. 

Digging around the roots of our beliefs in 
order to get reasons for them, good or bad, may 
kill a good healthy belief. Or, it may be simply a 
way of deceiving ourselves into the notion that we 
have “proved” or “established” a doctrine which 
we are really holding because it suits us to do so, 
—“rationalizing” our prejudices. “Metaphysics 
is the finding of bad reasons for what we believe 
on instinct,” said F. H. Bradley ;* adding the re¬ 
mark that ‘Hhe finding of those reasons is none 


* AppcMUce and Reality, p. xiv. 
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the less an instinct.” Argumentation everybody 
instinctively distrusts; the reasons for our beliefs 
are commonly weaker, and less important, than 
the beliefs themselves. Hence we may refute all the 
reasons alleged for a belief without refuting the 
belief, or shaking the conviction of its holder. 

Edmund Burke, appalled by the excesses of 
the French Revolution committed in the name of 
Reason, praised prejudice as the normal support 
of “the spirit of a gentleman and the spirit of re¬ 
ligion” which, he thinks, have made the civiliza¬ 
tion of England. 

“In this enlightened age I am bold enough to 
confess that we are generally men of untaught 
feelings; that instead of casting away all our old 
prejudices, we cherish them to a very considerable 
degree, and, to take more shame to ourselves, we 
cherish them because they are prejudices; and the 
longer they have lasted, and the more generally 
they have prevailed, the more we cherish them. We 
are afraid to put men to live and trade each on 
his own private stock of reason; because we sus¬ 
pect that this stock in each man is small, and that 
the individuals would do better to avail them¬ 
selves of the general bank and capital of nations 
and of ages. Many of our men of speculation, in¬ 
stead of exploding general prejudices, employ 
their sagacity to discover the latent wisdom which 
prevails in them. If they find what they seek, and 
they seldom fail, they think it more wise to con- 
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tinue the prejudice, with the reason involved, than 
to cast away the coat of prejudice, and to leave 
nothing but the naked reason; because prejudice, 
with its reason, has a motive to give action to that 
reason, and an affection which will give it perma¬ 
nence. Prejudice is of ready application in the 
emergency; it previously engages the mind in a 
steady course of wisdom and virtue, and does not 
leave the man hesitating in the moment of de¬ 
cision, sceptical, puzzled and unresolved. Preju¬ 
dice renders a man’s virtue his habit; and not a 
series of unconnected acts. Through just preju¬ 
dice, his duty becomes a part of his nature.”* 

5. But let us be clear what philosophy pro¬ 
poses to do. It does not necessarily insist that 
every belief must be established by reason. It does 
not assert that we have no right to believe what 
we cannot prove. What it does is to inquire what 
the grounds are on which beliefs are held and 
what grounds are good grounds. It may find a 
normal place for prejudice, distinguishing jus¬ 
tifiable from unjustifiable prejudice. It may, in 
some cases, sanction authority as a ground for be¬ 
lief, aiding us to discriminate between a good au¬ 
thority and a bad one. It may advise us, in other 
cases, to rely on intuition, offering some way of 
telling a true intuition from a false one. A large 
part of its business is to inquire what reason can 

^ ReflectionB on the Revolution in France, middle. 
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do, and what it cannot do, in the way of support¬ 
ing belief. This will be a part of our own study 
(§8 below and Chs. VIII-XV). But in any case 
it holds that we cannot, as human beings, remain 
satisfied with dumb tenacity in holding our be¬ 
liefs. So long as false beliefs are possible, and such 
false beliefs in vital matters are perilous luxuries, 
there can be no virtue in declining to think about 
the foundations of belief. 

The idea that philosophy is presumptuous can 
only mean that it is too ambitious a thing to try 
living intelligently in so vast a universe; and that 
it is somehow more modest to go it blind! Surely 
it is extravagant to imagine that the capacity for 
thinking is an inherent vice. We cannot, even if 
we would, prevent ourselves from thinking about 
the frame and principles and destinj' of our lives; 
and we believe that the right use of reason brings 
us nearer truth, not farther away from it. Thus 
philosophy itself may be said to be founded upon 
a belief, a belief expressed long ago by Socrates, 
that “the unexamined life is not worth living, by 
a man.”* 

THE VARIOUS BELIEFS WITH WHICH PHILOSOPHY 
IS ESPECIALLY CONCERNED 

6. Belief $ about reality: the theme of meta¬ 
physics. 

It is a large part of the ordinary business of 
* Flato, Apology 37. 
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life to distinguish between “appearances” and the 
true state of the case,—the “reality.” If it is a 
matter of life and death for the fox to penetrate 
the cunning deceptions devised for him by the 
hunter, it is none the less vital for man to know 
when he is dealing with reality, and when with a 
mere semblance of reality. There is presumably no 
cosmic hunter intentionally luring him into traps; 
it is chiefly in the shams and f^ir showings which 
cover social hostilities and greeds that he gains 
his abundant experience in distinguishing the real 
from the unreal. Yet nature herself presents many 
a misleading appearance,—the fixity of the stars, 
the stable quiescence of the earth, the ‘firmament’ 
of the sky, and a thousand others. The stick ap¬ 
pears bent in the water; in ‘reality’ it is straight. 
A piece of wood or metal appears solid substance; 
in ‘reality’ it may be a shimmering dance of mole¬ 
cules, separated by proportionately vast spaces, 
while they in turn are composed of elements de¬ 
void of every vestige of tangible solidity. It is the 
business of experience and of physical science to 
find the realities which such appearances conceal. 

But the physical world itself: is that as final 
and substantial as it seems Death appears to be 
the end of the human personality: is that true.? 
We seem to ourselves to be free agents: are we? 
The world appears to be an assemblage of many 
things of many kinds: is this the case, or are all 
things manifestations of a single hidden being? 
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The search for reality here is the business of meta¬ 
physics. Reality is the ensemble of things as they 
are, after all error and illusion have been cor¬ 
rected. In one aspect, reality is called ‘substance,’ 
the underlying or original stuff whose various 
modifications explain the appearances of things. 

There are two kinds of thing which we are 
likely to take as undoubtedly real. We take physi¬ 
cal objects to be real, and we take states of mind 
to be real. We might say, anything is real if it is 
as real as a rock, or as real as a pain. Sometimes 
the rock appears to be more certainly real. Some¬ 
times it appears easier to doubt the existence of 
the rocks themselves than to doubt the reality of 
the pain. 

But there may be moments when it seems to us 
that the physical reality is the only true substance, 
and that the mental appearances can be explained 
by it. Or, it may seem that the mental reality is 
sufficient to account for the physical appearances: 
that the mind alone is genuinely real. The his¬ 
tory of thought has been very largely controlled 
by the fact that to some men the rock is the im¬ 
pressive and sufficient type of reality, to others 
the feeling or ‘the mind.’ The former tend to be¬ 
come materialists, or naturalists^ the latter tend to 
become idealists. To the former, mind is an ap¬ 
pearance of physical reality; to the latter, nature 
is an appearance of mental reality. If we consider 
that whatever is metaphysically real necessarily 
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endures, while the appearances are subject to 
change or to dis-appearance, the diffcrcni^e will 
not appear unimportant. 

There are other logically possible alternatives. 
Mind and physical nature may be manifestations 
of some third substance which is neither the one 
nor the other. Or there n ay be two kinds of real¬ 
ity, the material and the mental—eternally dis¬ 
tinct and irreducible—the belief of dualism. Are 
there still other alternatives.^ 

Even though there were nothing to be done 
about it, one could hardly be accused of idle curi¬ 
osity if he were concerned to reach an answer to 
such questions as these about the character of real¬ 
ity. There is a natural interest, not to say piety, 
in looking toward the origins of our own lives and 
of the rest of the life and consciousness in nature; 
there is a natural concern in looking toward the 
ultimate destiny of all this living world. And there 
is a natural wonder, not absorbed by the several 
sciences, wliich without further motive would drive 
us to metaphysical inquiry. The world is worth 
knowing about! 

But philosophy also seeks wisdom in regard to 
the conduct of life: it would be hard to say which 
is the more primitive interest, the theoretical or 
the practical. Hence, in the second place: 

7. Beliefs about better and worse^ right and 
wrong: the theme of ethics. 
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In some uses of the word, philosophy is iden¬ 
tified with this j)ractical interest. To ‘Hake a thing 
philosophically” is to take it without undue dis¬ 
turbance of mind,—^%vithout too much depression, 
if it is a misfortune, or without too much elation 
in the opposite case. And it is to take things this 
way not because one is insensitive, but because one 
has attained a just valuation of the various ob¬ 
jects of life, of what is better and what is worse, 
and is prepared for sufficient reasons to consider 
tolerable the pains or losses which overwhelm more 
trivial judges. 

It is the Stoics (Zeno of Citium, Epictetus, 
Marcus Aurelius and others) who are chiefly re¬ 
sponsible for giving the phrase this color. It was 
their aim to attain ‘‘equanimity,” to become su¬ 
perior to remorse or anger, to “bear and forbear,” 
to school themselves to a life of complete fearless¬ 
ness through achieving a capacity to accept with 
perfect serenity whatever might occur whether 
through natural event, or through fortune, or 
through the consequences of doing their duty. 
Boethius, who wrote “On the Consolations of Phi¬ 
losophy” in a Roman prison, had much to do with 
transmitting this meaning to English usage. For 
his work was translated into Anglo-Saxon by Al¬ 
fred the Great, and into English prose by Chau¬ 
cer and a series of successors. 

The noble endurance of hardship is only an as¬ 
pect, and a negative aspect, of the wise conduct of 
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life. The fundamental question is, What can we 
make of existence? There are those who regard 
the conditions of liuman life as intrinsically bad. 
The array of desires with which nature has pro¬ 
vided us, and which under the control of will and 
reason are apparently destined to serve as guides 
to pleasure, and ])orIiap« to hajipiness, are to be 
distrusted. There is illusion for the will, as for 
the intellect, in the whole scheme of neiure; and 
the wise man will keep his desires and hopes in 
check, finding his chief good first in contempla¬ 
tion and then in ultimate nescience. This outlook 
of pessimism^ widespread in the Orient, in Brah¬ 
manism and the teachings of Buddha, has been 
given expression in the West by Schopenhauer, 
von Hartmann and others. Oj)posed to this is the 
prevalent temper of the affirmation of life, the 
temper of optimism, which believes that the world 
and man are so adjusted that the attainment of 
happiness is the normal order of things. The will 
and the environment in which it plays are attuned 
to each other: and we can wisely give ourselves to 
a studv of the positive aims of action, whether for 
our own personal enjoyment (egoism) or for the 
sake of others (altruism). 

We have been speaking of the pursuit of hap¬ 
piness or of the good. But what of ^duty’? Is that 
the same as the general obligation to use discre¬ 
tion in the pursuit of good.^ Or are there rules 
which, like the rules of a game, give structure to 
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our conduct without altering its objects, and 
qualify some ways of reaching our end as defi¬ 
nitely right or wrong? If so, what is the source 
of these rules or standards of right and wrong? 

And are these rules fixed in the nature of things, 
or do they change with the mores^ or different 
stages of social usage? The pervasiveness of 
change is dinned into our ears. ^‘Old rules of poli¬ 
tics and law” we are reminded, ‘^religion and sek^ 
art and letters—the whole domain of culture— 
must yield or break before the inexorable pres¬ 
sure of science and the machine.” Important, if 
true: and simplifying many difficult questions, if 
all that wisdom has to suggest is to yield at once 
to whatever science and the machine would like to 
do with us. But perhaps there are other sources 
of obligation, even more persistent than these; and 
perhaps there are certain principles of right and 
wrong, founded in the nature of things and in hu¬ 
man nature, which, changing in their application 
from age to age, are yet permanent in their cen¬ 
tral meaning. Nothing would be better worth 
knowing at the present moment than the answer 
to this question. 

Perhaps, too, tliere is something in duty which 
affects the ends we pursue, as well as the rules 
whereby we pursue them. As many of the wisest 
heads from Aristotle onward have seen the world, 
nature herself seems to be struggling toward a 
certain perfection, by way of what we to-day call 
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evolution; and there is something laid upon us to 
fall in with that great effort. Such questions ex¬ 
perience sets before every man sooner or later; 
and these are the questions which philosophy con¬ 
siders under the head of ethics. 

8. Now consider: Wha^ arc your more decided 
beliefs at the present moment? Distinguish your 
beliefs from your idler, non-working opinions. 
Take one of your major beliefs, whether in meta¬ 
physics or ethics, politics or religion, or science, 
for a brief examination. Ask yourself on what 
grounds you have been holding that belief. These 
grounds may be one or more of the following list: 
or you may find that the grounds which have in¬ 
fluenced you are not included here. 

Prejudice: 

Authority of elder persons or of tradition; 

Suggestion from social surroundings; 

Literary or dramatic suggestion. 

Intuition: 

A feeling of certainty based on a personal 
experience of insight, as if one should say, 
I believe in free will because I am some¬ 
times immediately conscious of freedom. 

Good results: 

Holding to a belief because, on the whole, it 
works well to believe it, fits in well with 
one’s scheme of thinking and living, makes 
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existence more hopeful or otherwise satis¬ 
factory, or seems desirable for the good of 
mankind; this mode of judging belief is 
\ called pragmatism, 

^^ReascUy^^ an ambiguous term which may mean 
one or more of several different sorts of 
ground, as: 

Self-evident truths and deductions therefrom, 
as when one holds it to be a self-evident 
truth that all men are created equal, and 
deduces therefrom that men slioukl share 
equally in the protection of law and the 
choice of rulers. Those who hold that our 
important beliefs can be and ought to be 
established in this way are called ration¬ 
alists. 

Experience: that is to say, observation of 
facts, and generalization (or induction) 
from such observations, as when one who 
observes that the state of the mind regu¬ 
larly changes with the state of the body 
infers that this will always be the case, and 
that the deatli of the body will therefore 
bring with it the death of the mind. Those 
who hold that there are no self-evident 
general truths (or none of importance), 
and that our important beliefs arc only 
well established when based on experience 
are called empiricists.* 

•There are, of course, no rationalists who do not, like all human 
beingB, learn much of their philosophy by the aid of experience. 
And there are no empiricists who do not, as in the illustration here 
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The questions we have here raised about the 
foundations of your beliefs are questions which 
belong to a branch of philosophy called the the¬ 
ory of knowledge or epistemology. They arise 
after men have undei-taken to examine their be¬ 
liefs in metaphysics and ethics; have come to see 
the difficulty of attaining certainty; and have con¬ 
cluded to institute a careful preliminary inquiry 
about the possibility of getting certain knowledge 
in philosophy. Thus we build up a group of be¬ 
liefs about l>elief, and its attainment. 

We have now identified three main branches of 
philosophy: metaphysics, ethics, and the theory of 
knowledge. A completer scheme w^ould include also 
logic, esthetics, and psychology, and might be 
mapped out as follow^s: 

Theoretical philosophy: 

Metaphysics: beliefs about reality; 

Epistemology: beliefs about belief; 

Logic: the technique of reasoning, sometimes 
included in 

Practical philosophy, or the philosophy of val¬ 
ues; 

Ethics: beliefs about the principles of con- 

0 duct; 

Esthetics: beliefs about the principles of 
beauty. 

given, make constant use of deduction. The only issue between 
ih^ is whether there is any general truth which is not somehow 
bom from experience. Empiricists and rationalists, being both com« 
mitted to the use of reason, deductive or inductive or both, are some¬ 
times loosely referred to as rationalists in a wider sense of the word. 
It is the business of the science of logic to discuss in detail these 
various uses of i-easoo. 
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Psychology: a natural science of the mind bear¬ 
ing on all branches of philosophy, and borne 
upon by them. 

9. Types of philosophy. Beliefs about reality 
are crucial beliefs in the sense that they usually 
bring other beliefs with them, beliefs in religion, 
ethics and elsewhere. This is as it should be: for 
a man’s arrangement of his practical principles 
can hardly fail to be governed to some extent by 
the kind of world he supposes he is dealing with. 
And vice versa, the sort of thing a man deals with 
successfully, whether rocks, colors, money, or men, 
will appear real to him and will affect his judg¬ 
ment about reality. 

Our beliefs thus tend to form clusters, hanging 
from some significant stem-belief: such clusters we 
call types of philosophy. Naturalism and idealism 
are evidently two such types. They are metaphys¬ 
ical beliefs to begin with; but they carry with them 
different outlooks in ethics, psychology, esthetics. 
They present the most fundamental contrast in 
the general outlook on life with which we have to 
deal. 

Other clusters of belief are formed about the 
stems of the various theories of knowledge^ that is 
to say, the various beliefs about how beliefs ought 
to be reached and established. For evidently our 
ways of looking for truth will have some influence 
on what we find. Thus ‘‘rationalism” or ‘‘prag- 
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matism” or ‘‘intiiitionism,” while they do not set¬ 
tle finally what conclusions a thinker will leach in 
metapliysics or ethics, have certain characteristic 
tendencies, and so deserve to be regarded as types 
of philosophy. 

10. If we were going to set up a complete 
scheme of the types of philosophy, historical or 
possible, we should have to consider many shades 
and interconnections of thought which I am pro¬ 
posing to ignore. 

(It would be of great interest, for example, to 
take the practical side of philosophy as furnish¬ 
ing certain stem-beliefs, and see how far divergent 
attitudes of the xmll carried wuth them character¬ 
istic differences in metaphysics and theory of 
knowledge. For there is no doubt tliat the temper 
or set of will with which a man begins his thinking 
will affect the world-view he arrives at. There is at 
least so much truth in the caustic remark of Fichte 
that ‘Hhe kind of philosophy a man adopts de¬ 
pends on tlie kind of man he is.’’ William James 
thought that the splitting-place of opposing 
world-views lies in the contrast of temperaments: 
the “tender-minded” want an architecturally 
handsome, rationalistic and idealistic philosophy, 
while the “tough-minded” prefer a loose-ended, 
empirical, realistic view^* According to Karl 
Marx, it is not the ethical nor the esthetic, but the 


Pragmatism, p. 12. 
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economic side of the will, the prudential and tech¬ 
nical interests, which govern all the rest of our 
thinking. If these thinkers are right in finding 
the root of all philosophical differences in differ¬ 
ences of the wiU, the most clearly marked types of 
philosophy ought to be those which are defined by 
such contrasts as optimism and pessimism, or Epi¬ 
curean and Stoic, or happiness-ethics and formal- 
law-ethics. I have been surprised to find how little 
there is in the history of philosophy to bear ibis 
out. Ethical differences have followed metaphysi¬ 
cal types far more clearly than metaphysical dif¬ 
ferences have followed ethical types.)* 

Let me confess then at the outset that I am not 
interested in completeness: the idea of “types” is 
intended to preserve us from the unmanageable 
voliuninousness and intricate interdistinctions of 
an “adequate survey,”—^to my mind an enemy of 
thought, and one of the chief curses of American 
education. My aim is to present enough of the 
great (md lasting issues so that students may rec¬ 
ognize and place their own thoughts, be prepared 
to appreciate the greater thinkers of the race, and 
equipped to work out for themselves a world-view 
which shall be better-considered than the naive 

• A corespondent points out that Albert Schweitzer in Ethics and 
GTilization has shown the history of| philosophy as an outcome of 
ethics. B. Bosanquet in The Meeting of Extremes in Contemporary 
PhiloBophy has shown a similar dependence. To a certain extent 
modern philosophy might be described as **a forced support of 
optimism but our secret suspimons of our own temperamental 
biases in metaphysics deliver us from them os premises. 
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and impressionistic hodge-podge which is likely to 
come of inexperienced thinking. We want to con¬ 
sider, not all tjrpes of philosophy, but such types 
as are pre-eminently ‘natural,’—^natural in the 
sense that some voice in their favor will be found 
in all the great ages of human thought; and in the 
further sense that in ev-:rff individual human mind 
there will be a tendency to look at things that way. 

If you rightly understand the types, as we re¬ 
view them, you will find in yourself some inclina¬ 
tion toward each one in turn: and this inclina¬ 
tion will not be wholly mistaken. For we shall 
consider no t 3 rpe wMch has not much truth in it. 
When we have finished our review, we shall have to 
answer—and shall try to answer—^the question. 
How these various partial truths can be set into 
a single consistent philosophy. 
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Chapter II 


THE ORIGINAL FORM OF PHILOSOPHY: 
SPIRITUALISM 

11. Tliere was never time when mankind was 
without some form of pliilosoph}^ as a set of be¬ 
liefs about the world we live in. The examination 
of these beliefs is relatively modem,—^probably 
only two or three thousand years old. 

In the previous long and idyllic period of un¬ 
criticised philosophizing there is a great deal that 
is worth our attention. Does it seem to you that 
we ever get away fi*om primitive views, or that we 
ought to.'’ Whoever says yes must be able to think 
that a common human belief about an important 
concern can be all urong. For one, I cannot be¬ 
lieve it: wrongness seems to me, in such cases, to 
eat away the periphery, but to leave something 
central intact. During the ages we have improved 
our mental operations, but we have not reversed 
them; and even the improvements have been made 
at some cost: what would we give for the memo¬ 
ries or the powers of observation of some savages .f* 
We have developed a power of voluntary concen¬ 
tration of attention unknowm to early man: and 
w'e have lost a certain sense of proportion in our 
general impression of the world that was quite 
native to him. We try sometimes to put aside our 
sophistication and see the world with the ttborigip 
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nal aimplicity of outlook: philosophers have been 
known to inquire, as an important bit of analysis, 
what is it that is ‘given’ to us in experience, apart 
from all that our acquired knowledge intrudes 
upon it: this is somewhat like trying to pass a 
half-hour without once thinking of the word ‘hip¬ 
popotamus.’ For pure freshness of outlook, we 
should have to see things vicariously through the 
eyes of primitive man. We are doubtless in a far 
better position for judging the world sanely than 
he was. I am only saying that he was probably not 
all wrong, and therefore that we shall not be all 
right unless we have something in common with 
him. His views will always be refreshing and de¬ 
serve our respect. 

12. The original form of philosophy was con¬ 
tained in religion, that is, in what we call re¬ 
ligion. But in the precritical ages, religion was 
not as with us a special outlook and mode of life 
which some members of the community adopted 
and others not: it was one of the normal aspects 
of community life. Religion, let us say, is the 
habitual reference of life to divine powers: to the 
primitive view these powers though invisible are 
indubitably there. They are the causes of many 
visible effects, and are to be reckoned with as part 
of ordinary prudence. 

The most obvious part of religion is the prac¬ 
tical reference of life to these powers, showing 



SPIRITUALISM 


25 


itself in observances and codes. The’'e is magic as 
a technique, side by side with the scientific tech¬ 
nique for securing luck. There is prayer, as an ap¬ 
peal to the powers, either by way of bargaining, or 
of securing something of their super-power in one¬ 
self, fortifying oneself for the crises of existence. 
There are special invo( ations and spells for times 
of trouble. There are the great ceremonies v,’hich 
celebrate death, marriage, birth, coronation, vic¬ 
tory, public penance; and which bring communi¬ 
ties together in devotion to an object of loyalty 
which, standing behind the ruler and behind the 
law, abets the power of both, and aids the early 
efforts for social cohesion. 

But this practical and overt side of religion im¬ 
plies a theoretical reference of life to these pow¬ 
ers,—a creed. It is the ideas of the creed which 
constitute the philosophy whose meaning is em¬ 
bodied in the code and the ritual. Early creeds are 
seldom worked out in explicit formulas; they may 
be expressed in myth and poetry, or more dumbly, 
simply in the traditional observance. In any case, 
it is these ideas we are now concerned with. They 
constitute the background against which all hu¬ 
man philosophizing takes place. 

18. With the general cast of these ideas every 
one is familiar,—ideas of a supernatural realm 
pecked by superhuman agencies—spirits, souls. 
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deities—distinct from the visible realm of nature 
and 3 ^et in active intercourse with it. 

We shall ignore the vast variety of imagina¬ 
tive representation of that supernatural world 
which distinguishes the different religions and 
stages of religion,—all the lore of precivilized 
fancies, the polytheisms of antiquity, the emer¬ 
gence here and there of monotheism, the develop¬ 
ment of the great ethnic religions and of the uni¬ 
versal religions of to-day. It will require some¬ 
thing of a tour de force to say what is common to 
all this philosophic multitude. Yet there are com¬ 
mon elements. What would you think of the fol¬ 
lowing as an attempt to summarize them.^ 

There exists another world than this world 
shown us by the senses. 

This other-world is somehow veiled from our 
ordinary perceptions; and yet it is continuous with 
nature, and of easy access in either direction if 
one has the right path; 

It is the residence of powers or agencies which 
we distinguish as divine; they always know how 
to get at us; we are not so clear how to get at 
them; 

This word ^divine’ indicates a superiority both 
in pozeer (or reality) and in zvorth ^—the human 
world, which may not last forever, being regarded 
as derived from that other world, which is eter¬ 
nal, as constantly dependent upon it, and as obli¬ 
gated to the deference of worship and obedience; 
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There are ways of living which are in harmony 
with the divine powers, and other ways »/hich are 
strictly out of harmon}^; and these ways can be 
known; 

The souls of men, or some of them, pass over at 
death into this other world. 

This proto-philosopiiy, which in developed re¬ 
ligion centres about the ideas of God and immor¬ 
tality, we shall call Spiritualism. 

14. No one knows how these ideas arose origi¬ 
nally; and from one point of view, it is an idle 
question. Historically there is evidently nothing 
to check the free play of speculation on this point, 
and speculation has taken full advantage of its 
liberty. Almost any one can explain the origin of 
religion, prior to having considered the question. 
But there are particular reasons for trying to get 
some more or less sensible notions about the 
origins of religious ideas: namely, the ideas them¬ 
selves are elusive; the words we use, being taken 
from our experience of this world, do not pre¬ 
cisely apply to the ^other’ world; the best clew to 
their meaning, if we could get it, would be the 
context of experience which gave birth to them. 

The various theories which have been held and 
are held about these c>rigins indicate to my mind 
that there is no one source of them, but a variety 
of roots which we may designate the speculative, 
the emotional and the ethical. 
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15. The speculative root. Nothing is more cer¬ 
tain than that religious ideas do not arise (as 
Herbert Spencer in an unguarded moment sug¬ 
gests) as a “theory of original causation”: we can¬ 
not picture early man as sitting down to medi¬ 
tate on where he and the world of nature came 
from. Wonder does not at first extend so far; but 
begins with more local exhibitions of power such 
as excite admiration or alarm. Nevertheless, as 
long as the human animal has been human there 
has been some free play of speculative inquiry: 
the mind has been prone to run out along the lines 
of natural phenomena to the edge of traceable 
causation and then to take the leap into the im¬ 
perceptible. The mystery of the stars in their 
courses, and the miraculous rebirth of vegetation 
after its seasonal death, have left few races unin- 
quisitive. 

Dreams and hallucinations have been supposed 
to contribute something to the idea of another 
world in which souls may survive and enjoy un¬ 
usual powers. Perhaps, something. But the di¬ 
vine powers are not all visualized by early man, 
still less by later man, however much they may 
use pictorial language. Mana, wakonda and the 
like are names for an impersonal energy, not for 
a quasi-human shape such as a dream might pre¬ 
sent. The gods of early man are powers of his 
waking as well as of his dreaming states. It ia 
likely that certain ideas ,of divine power are de- 
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rived from intense social experience; for the spirit 
of the human group does on occasion inspire and 
command its members and lift them beyond their 
ordinary selves. 

But the imagery of the idea is less important 
than the conviction which the idea registers, and 
Which seems to deepen with time, that just as the 
several things and events of the world cannot sim¬ 
ply happen but imply some authorship, so the 
world itself and our presence in it raises a ques¬ 
tion of producership or responsibility which the 
human mind cannot abandon. There must be— 
so reason seems to say—a creator of the world, or 
a number of co-operating creators. 

16. The emotional root. The divine is a power, 
and as such is a fact; but it is always more than a 
fact, namely, a quality. It is regarded as ‘holy’ 
or ‘sacred.’ Ideas of this sort are not products of 
our cooler states of reflection, but rather of feeling. 

The old theory that “fear made the gods” is 
thus better than any theory which refers these 
ideas to pure speculation. But the emotion con¬ 
cerned can hardly have been fear. For while there 
is much evidence of an early fear of the spirits, 
the primitive language of religion is derived from 
expressions of admiration and wonder: the divine 
is the ‘excellent’ or the ‘bright and shining,’ like 
the sun or like fire. Religion evidently had some¬ 
thing in it (like the fear of ghosts) to make early 
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man more timorous in the world than he w^ould 
have been without it; and just as evidently it had 
something in it (like the guardian spirits, totems, 
fetiches) to give him greater confidence in the 
world than he would have had without it. The pre¬ 
sumption is, then, that religion is due to some 
emotional experience in which man seemed to per¬ 
ceive that the powers which behind the veil of na¬ 
ture were actually controlling things, and which 
because of their greatness and their uncanny na¬ 
ture might well be dreaded, are really friendly or 
auspicious! 

Now any such impression on the part of primi¬ 
tive man is at least noteworthy. For he had far 
less reason than we have to regard the world as 
friendly: he had fewer defenses against death, dis¬ 
ease, or famine; he had, perhaps, less to live for; 
his struggle for bare existence was incessant, and 
physical nature often threatened to wipe him out. 
Yet he had a religion which consisted very largely 
in a systematic defiance of the pretense of na¬ 
ture to be his master. The great ceremony of 
early religion, if not of all religion, is the cere¬ 
mony of putting away the dead: and that cere¬ 
mony is an instituted denial of the sensibly ob¬ 
vious fact that nature has conquered. Almost uni¬ 
versally there is some provision made—often at 
heavy material sacrifice—for the wayfaring soul 
which is alleged to have survived and to have 
taken its journey. How do you explain this belief 
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in survival? Is it the result of our propensity to 
feign as true wliat we would like to believe? If so, 
the luxury has been a costly one. Or remember¬ 
ing that crises of feeling are also moments of in¬ 
tense mental activity may it have been the result 
of some change in tlie objective vista of things 
(corresponding to a revulsion of feeling) when 
under the influence of strong grief or resentment 
men of acuter insight j^erceived that nature is 
only a part of the universe, and that behind its 
cruel appearance tliere is a benign reality? 

In either case the religious idea means a dis¬ 
covery (or ^revelation’) that there is a way of 
looking at things which turns the edge of the 
worst evils of experience, namely, by assuming 
a supernatural supplement in which the incom¬ 
pleteness of the present life is rounded out and 
our deepest values are conserved. 

17. The ethical root. The friendliness, or po¬ 
tential friendliness, of the gods is onl}^ a part of 
their divine quality; another part is their se¬ 
verity as a source of moral requirement. The con¬ 
text in which this idea arises may be tlie circum ¬ 
stance that man has had to work out his life under 
a course of restraints and taboos which limit the 
free exercise of his instinctive impulse. No social 
life is possible at all without some curbing of na¬ 
tive pugnacity, greed and sex-impulse: and no 
doubt the belief that the gods, with their ‘‘Thou 
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shalt not’s,” are on the side of these demands for 
self-control has greatly aided the early stages of 
social evolution. But how did it come about that 
the gods were supposed to be on that side, or con¬ 
cerned about tlie matter at all.?^ 

There are two views. Some suppose that the 
connection was a man-made affair. Early leaders 
or rulers, having a responsibility for getting laws 
observed, would have a motive to appeal to the 
prestige of the supernatural alread}’^ established. 
Most early codes of law have, in fact, come with 
a ‘‘Thus saith the Lord” as an introduction; 
Rousseau in his Social Contract points out how 
profoundly the great legislator needs this sort of 
backing,—“It would require gods,” said this apos¬ 
tle of pure democracy, “to give laws to men.” The 
other view is that each individual realizes more 
or less dimly that the call for self-restraint is in 
the direction of his own growth, and would be there 
even if there were no artificial social requirement. 
There is something in personal affection which 
naturally limits selfishness and sensuality, apart 
from all law^givers. The notion that this same con¬ 
trol is due from us, beyond the small circle of af¬ 
fection, to all members of the community, or to 
all men, would suggest itself to the mind when 
trying for the wider view of things, including the 
natural and the supernatural. 

In my opinion, the latter view is the only rea¬ 
sonable view to take. Unless men were sensible 
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that there was something in the eternal bent of 
the world summoning them toward decency and 
consideration of their neighbors, tlie political an¬ 
nouncement of a “Thus saith the Lord” w'ould 
have fallen on ears dull if not deaf. There is in 
every man a dim sense of obligation which refers 
outward, and naturally connects with his notions 
of the divine if he has them, or may even be strong 
enough to beget such notions. The ‘holy’ is some¬ 
thing beyond us, something real, before which we 
are constrained to humility, and it may be to peni¬ 
tence. Certainly those who represent these funda¬ 
mental restraints as something which men would 
never observe without a politically exploited re¬ 
ligion are blind to some of the plainest facts of 
human nature. 

18. The roots of religious ideas are thus vari¬ 
ous, and these ideas are themselves various; only 
by a long and painful struggle do they find their 
way together in orderly creeds. Primitive religion 
collects, under a vague sense of supernature, all 
the exalting and exciting experiences of life, 
without much discrimination; and runs its cere¬ 
monial enthusiasms in the direction of high ar¬ 
tistic and ethical achievement, the development of 
dance, drama, architecture, or in the direction of 
orgiastic excess, intoxication, war-frenzies, fanati¬ 
cism and general degradation of human energy, c 

The theoretical clarifying of religion takes the 
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direction of unifying the world of the gods, and 
working out the relations of God and the world, 
under the notions of creation, miracle, providence. 
Miracle, the occasional intervention of deity in 
natural affairs, tends to lose itself in the, notion 
of providence: for when God does everything, 
nothing stands out as specifically supernatural. 
In primitive religions the divine action is local, 
but there are myriads of such agencies, so that 
everything may be suspected of being the work of 
some spirit. In the most developed religions, this 
universal divine action is recovered; but it is tlie 
one God who is everywhere. His action is miracu¬ 
lous, but miraculously silent and unobtrusive. 

It is in these ideas of miracle and providence 
that Spiritualism first encounters the hostile op¬ 
position of the early efforts toward systematic 
science. 

19. The practical disadvantages of religion 
were felt before the theoretical; because when 
science was in its cruder stages, it also was only 
a spot-wise connection of physical facts and could 
coexist with supernatural intrusion without dis¬ 
comfort. But the practical wastefulness of re¬ 
ligion had been early felt; the mounting losses of 
providing for the dead, the costs of vast temples 
and priestly tribes subtracted from the general 
social capital; the losses of patent opportunity in 
waiting for favorable auguries before giving bat- 
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tie or launching a ship. The more subtle losses, 
the alienation of human affection from t!iis earth 
to another, the mental waste of much idle con¬ 
templation of the unseen, were less impressive to 
ancient civilizations. 

But when science ])egan a systematic growth, 
as it did among the Grt^t ks, conflict with the theo¬ 
retical structure of Spiritualism was inevitable. 
The idea of natural law could not live comfortably 
with miracle. The cure of disease by hygiene and 
medicine must clash with the cure by charms and 
incantations. Hippocrates, the father of Western 
medicine, was perhaps the first to announce the 
conflict. In a treatise of about 400 B. C., in deal¬ 
ing with epilepsy, then commonly called the Sa¬ 
cred disease, he says, 

‘As regards the disease called Sacred^ to me it 
appears to be no more divine than other diseases, 
but to have a pliysis just like other diseases. Men 
regard its origin as divine from ignorance and won¬ 
der, since it is a peculiar condition and not readily 
understood. Yet if it be reckoned divine merely be¬ 
cause wonderful, then instead of one there would be 
many sacred diseases. To me it appears that they 
who refer such conditions to the gods are but as 
certain charlatans who claim to be excessively re¬ 
ligious and to know what is hidden from others.”* 

This conflict was incompletely worked out in 
Greek thought but it was renewed at the begin¬ 
ning of what we call the modern era, and fought 

* As quoted and translated by Charles Singer in Science, Religion 
and Reality, ed. J. Needham, p. 95 f. 
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to a finish. In the short space of a hundred years, 
from Copernicus (1473—1543) to Galileo (1664- 
1642) the work which gave natural science its 
freedom was in principle accomplished. 

20. But what is this warfare? Is it a warfare 
of science with religion? No, for religion is a way 
of life, not a theory. Of science with theology? To 
some extent, though science and theology do not 
come into contact along the whole front of either. 
Of science with superstition? Yes. But suppose 
that we declare, as I think we must, that in any 
such contest science must be given everything it 
claims, is there anything left of the theoretical 
structure of Spiritualism? 

Socrates, who lived in the midst of the Greek 
argument, thought that something was left. To 
him the business of life was conducted by three 
guides: the ordinary technique by science, the 
ethical principles by rational philosophy, and the 
greater decisions by the divine monitors and ora¬ 
cles. For, as he said, “The gods have reserved to 
themselves the most important events.”* Others, 
in increasing numbers, have considered that sci¬ 
ence has rendered all reference of life to the divine 
powers meaningless; for the alleged world of su- 
pemature does not exist. These are the Natural- 
ists,f and their view of the world is the first type 
of philosophy we shall examine in detail. 

* Xenophon* Memorabilia* Cassell ed.* p, 11. 

tit win be sufficient to note* without the continued insistence of 
the capital lettec, that not every naturalist is a Naturalist* nor every 
Naturalist a naturalist. 
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Chapter III 


THE NATURALISTIC VIEW OF 
THE WORLD 

21. The word ‘natu’ e’ as it is used in philosophy 
summons up a wide perspective. It is not alone 
the ‘nature’ of forest, mountain, wild life. It is also 
the nature of astronomy in its vast reaches of 
sjpace and time, and of physics and chemistry as 
*^ell in their atomic and sub-atomic analyses. In 
this perspective, human life may appear a detail 
and relatively accidental; yet the term ‘nature’ 
as we here use it is not set in contrast to man, his 
works, and his culture,—but includes them in a 
single undivided system of phenomena. The dis¬ 
tinction we often make betw^een physical and hu¬ 
man nature has an obvious practical value, yet it 
does violence to the conception of nature which we 
are here building: for ‘nature’ implies continuity 
among all phenomena, their interdependence on 
one another, their rise out of and passing into 
one another in a single system of events. Nature, 
in this sense, denotes the same object as ‘uni¬ 
verse’ or ‘world,’ but with a particular meaning 
of its own. It is the name we give to the universe, 
when we consider it as a region of regvlarity; it 
is the world as having a ‘nature,’ a physisy a way 
of behaving such as we learn to count upon. And 

89 
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it belongs especially to this picture of nature that 
its habit is productive: whatever the secret of 
its systematic processes may be, this activity has 
resulted in living beings, and eventually in our¬ 
selves. Nature is vast, enigmatic, relentless, ap¬ 
parently unconcerned, presenting formidable dif¬ 
ficulties to life, occasional abundance; but in any 
case, it has made human existence and a slowly 
advancing human technique possible: in a stem 
and factual sense nature has been maternal. Na¬ 
ture is our permanent riddle, our permanent 
obstacle, our permanent storehouse; nature is our 
birthplace, our home, our lure, and perhaps the 
eternal tomb of our race and of all the life she 
has brought forth. 

These are some of the innumerable aspects which 
nature presents with reference to ourselves and 
our interests. But what is nature in itself? An 
uncounted multitude of things involved in appar¬ 
ently incessant change and strewn throughout uh- 
fathomed space. However far we explore nature, 
we are still in the same space: and however far we 
trace the series of cosmic changes backward into 
the past or forward into the future we are still 
in the same time-order. In a literal sense, we may 
define nature as the sum of things and events in 
a single space and time, subject to a single system 
of causal laws. 

Naturalism is the type of philosophy which 
takes nature, in this sense, as the whole of reality. 
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Naturalism denies the existraice of anything be¬ 
yond nature, behind nature, other-than-nature,— 
such as the supernatural or other-worldly, or any 
unheralded intrusion into this system of new en- 
ergy or new stuff, creation new or old, spontane¬ 
ous beginning, ‘accident* in a literal sense. If there 
is anything in the world which inclines to set it¬ 
self apart from nature, as independent of the 
causal laws, be it free decision of the human will, 
product of creative imagination, a poem, a song, 
human reeison itself, naturalism declares that also 
to be a part of the scheme of nature: it is the 
‘nature* of man to be artful, artistic, artificial. 
And if you ask, what causes nature itself, the 
answer is—^nature is the total system of causes, 
each phase of the universe leads to and explains 
the next phase; hence nature as it now is is com¬ 
pletely explained by nature as it has been. To ask 
for a cause of nature outside of nature, a ‘First 
Cause,* a ‘God,* is meaningless. 

There are different varieties of naturalism ac¬ 
cording to the differing conceptions of what these 
things in space and time, in the ultimate analysis, 
are. If, as was formerly the case, they are c<m- 
sidered as atoms of matter in motion,—every phe¬ 
nomenon being in reality just that—^we have mar 
terudum. If matter itself is regarded as a form 
of energy, and everything else is thought reduci¬ 
ble to 8<ane form of energy, we have energism or 
dgnamitm. Or if we refrain from deciding what 
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the ultimate stuff of the world is, but insist that 
everything that is real is linked up with other 
things in causal order, and therefore comes under 
the observation of some one of the positive sci¬ 
ences, we have positivism. 

‘Materialism’ is sometimes used as a general 
name for all such views as these, equivalent to 
naturalism. It implies simply the explanation of 
the crude phenomena of experience by the eternal 
flux of motions of the ultimate entities of the world 
in the impalpable medium of space. There is noth¬ 
ing ‘crass’ about this view; these ultimate realities 
in any case are of inconceivable fineness, more like 
light rays in their essence than like the clod; and 
to their infinitely subtle pulsations mathematical 
enquiry is always relevant. For, at least in the 
tr6iditional picture, there is an impeccable lawful¬ 
ness in the minutest crevices of nature. 

22. The negations of naturalism. The peculiar 
force of naturalism lies in what it denies. The 
imaginative fringe added to the field of sense- 
experience by religious speculation shrinks to the 
dimensions of what can, in principle, be measured 
and controlled ; and the whole metaphysical ho¬ 
rizon is at once limited and simplified. 

The disappearance of the ‘other world’ implies 
that there is no God (unless Nature itself or 
Humanity can serve as an object of worship). 
There is no immortality nor any sort of survival 
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of death, unless the lasting effects of one’s life and 
doings, or the cherishing of one’s memory by later 
generations, can serve as a sort of immortality. 
There is nothing in the humaii being mure than 
what he derives from the natural causes which have 
produced him. If we mean by ‘soul’ something in 
man distinct from nature, there is no soul. 

Since there is nothing to intrude upon the reg¬ 
ular processes of nature, miracle and providence 
are excluded; and prayer becomes a meaningless 
performance, unless one keeps it up for aesthetic 
or disciplinary or therapeutic effect. 

And there can be no ‘freedom of the will,’ if 
one means thereby a capacity in man of deviating 
from the line fixed by the causal processes which 
flow into him and out of him. Naturalism (typi¬ 
cally) implies determinism. “The laws which gov¬ 
ern man’s behavior are the same as the laws of the 
movements of the stars and the atoms.” You have 
the feeling of free decision, looking forward: you 
say, “I have not yet decided what I shall do.” Your 
atoms have decided, together with the rest of the 
world: you will do what you must. 

If freedom means doing as you choose, you are 
free. But, as Spencer reminds you, you always do 
as you please; you cannot do anything dse. That 
is where nature has you: what you please to do is 
what nature has caused you to please. “You can 
do as you please; but you cannot please as you 
please.” Your desire, your preference is the means 



44 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

whereby nature works her will in your behavior. 

Finally, conscious reason is not one of the orig¬ 
inal and permanent facts of the world. The kind 
of mentality we have in human beings is a transi¬ 
tory feature of things, evolved out of lower or¬ 
ganisms, and ultimately out of physical things 
which are presumably wholly inanimate. And, so 
far as we can see, reason will again flicker out 
into the inanimate. The enduring realities do not 
think nor plan: there is no reason nor purpose for 
the world as a whole. 

23. Naturalism and experience. No one can 
escape a strong inclination to naturalism. Reality 
can be roughly defined as that which corrects our 
illusions. This is what the substantial facts of na¬ 
ture are always doing; they cure our excesses of 
fancy, and reduce the castles built by our sub¬ 
jective wishes. They do this work of sobering and 
correcting best when we are active. We may sit 
still in the desert and find no refutation of our 
mirage; but motion banishes the dream. During 
the course of the centuries, man has become in¬ 
creasingly mobile and aggressive; and increas¬ 
ingly, too, his thinking is done in close connection 
with his acting, and is thus healthily exposed to 
the constant battering of the factual reals. Our 
occupations always define for us some aspect of 
reality; whatever we are daily occupied with and 
can deal with successfully, making it respond to 
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our wills,—that we regard as real. To the banker, 
the flimsy figures on his account sheet represent 
realities; to the artist, his colors and the things of 
beauty he can produce with them: and these may 
or may not seem to the banker as unreal as the 
abstractions of financial credit to the artist. But 
there is one universal occupation, the occupation 
with physical things, place and motion, food and 
shelter, physical labor, which fortunately no one 
wholly escapes. Hence these objects aiound which 
after preliminary defeats and corrections we build 
our successful habits become regarded as real not 
by special classes of men but by the race. 

Then again no one escapes a constant reminder 
of how fragile the mind is, and how constantly 
dependent it is on the physical world. One may 
defy nature to the extent of reducing food to one 
meal a day instead of three, but not to none; re¬ 
ducing sleep to three hours, but not to none; pro¬ 
longing life but not escaping death. Meals become 
social occasions largely because of their democ¬ 
racy ; eating is the confession of a necessity before 
which all ranks have to bow. Further, changes of 
food, temperature, energy or fatigue, condition, 
health affect the state of mind. The mind develops 
with the body, and old age brings decrepitude to 
both. Death ends our communication with the per¬ 
sonality, and we have no tangible evidence that it 
has escaped the fate of the body. 

As for the forces at work in the world outside 



46 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

us, if there is any god among them his distinguish¬ 
ing effects are elusive. The ruling powers of the 
world appear indifferent alike to individual human 
interests and to the hopes of the race. If the re¬ 
lentless laws of nature are prevented from working 
cruelty as well as benefit it is only, so far as we 
can see, because some human will intervenes. There 
is no divine intervention to arrest calamity. 

We ask ourselves, then, whether apart from our 
wishes and imaginations the coolly rational ex¬ 
planation of the world is not that of impersonal 
physical law, and the rational history of man his 
visible career on the planet—nothing else. Human 
life is mounted upon a sub-human pedestal, and 
must shift for itself alone in the heart of a silent 
and mindless universe. Life has its own justifica¬ 
tions if we are among the fortunate ones, and if at 
the same time we can forget those many to whom 
it brings a balance of suffering or defeat. It has 
also its own costly glories as human civilization 
mounts its slow ascent. But there is nothing in 
‘nature’ to keep or to remember what has been so 
hardly won! In all likelihood, life on this planet 
will some day pass, and all its traces be churned 
back into the cosmic mill. We have the present, 
we have comradeship, we have the common con¬ 
cern to increase good and diminish evil: the dark¬ 
ness of the end we may recognize and forget. Natu¬ 
ralism is the philosophy of our disillusionment, 
perhaps also of our sober maturity. 
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24. Naturalism and science. The detailed ma¬ 
terial filling of the world-picture of naturalism 
is the sum of all the truth that belongs to the 
field of the natural sciences. But since there is no 
type of philosophy which calls the truth of science 
into question this is not peculiar to naturalism. 

The special sciences, such as physics, chemistry, 
biology, have nothing to say for or against natu¬ 
ralism, inasmuch as they have nothing to say 
about the world as a whole. Each of them deals 
with a partial province. Neither singly nor all 
together do they constitute a philosophy. And 
none of them makes any statement about the non¬ 
existence of objects outside its domain; nor do 
they make any collective statement to the effect 
that all of reality is included in what they survey. 
It is not science which adopts naturalism: it is 
naturalism which adopts science as the metaphys¬ 
ical guide. Science cannot be brought forward as 
a witness in favor of naturalism,—^not directly. 

But scientific work carries with it a strong im¬ 
pression to the effect that natural law rules all 
happenings without exception. It is not merely the 
expanding success of ‘scientific method,’ a success 
beyond expectations, in bringing one by one the 
supposedly inexplicable aspects of experience into 
undei*standable and predictable control. It is that, 
when we consider the matter closely, we cannot 
mention any phenomenon which we can safely say 
is out of reach of such explanation. “The admis- 
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sion of the occurrence of any event,” said Huxley, 
‘‘which was not the logical consequence of inunedi- 
ately antecedent events would be an act of self¬ 
surrender on the part of science.” The assumption 
that every event is the consequence of a previous 
state of things is one the scientist is obliged to 
make by the very nature of his work. 

Thus science tends indirectly to favor natural¬ 
ism by crowding the more-than-natural out, leav¬ 
ing no room for it. The hypotheses of free will, 
vital force, divine working are not only superflu¬ 
ous, from this point of view, but positively in the 
way. If one must rest one’s belief in supemature 
on the regions of experience not yet scientifically 
explained, it is evident that that belief rests on a 
rapidly narrowing base: and that science looking 
forward can concede to it no place which must 
forever remain inexplicable. Can you suggest any 
such? 

This completeness of the scope of scientific ex¬ 
planation is re-enforced by the incredible accuracy 
of the microscopic and sub-microscopic measure¬ 
ments which physics uses in tracing reality to its 
last hiding place. New discoveries in science to-day 
are commonly made by examining the infinitesimal 
residues which older explanations leave unac¬ 
counted for. Those minute remainders which have 
become so precious as cues to the investigator will 
certainly not be willingly surrendered by him to 
tile ‘obscurantist* who desires them as support for 
an argument for a supernatural agent. 
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As a general principle of thinking, William 
of Occam (d. 1347) left to posterity the po-called 
Law of Parsimony, to the effect that what is well 
e^lained on one ground is not to be explained 
again on another. Entia non sunt mtdtiplicanda 
praeter necessitatem. If then there is nothing 
which, in principle, nattiral causes cannot explain, 
supernatural causes may be dismissed. 

25. Naturalism and evolution. The phenomena 
which have given the greatest difficulty to scien¬ 
tific explanation are life and mind. They seem to 
stand out from other things, so that their origin 
forms an exception to the general rule of nature 
that like always causes like. Theology has been 
ready to invoke for the explanation of their origin 
a divine creative act. It is true that, so far as 
experience has yet gone, living things are never 
produced by anything but by previous living 
things: though products of the laboratory are 
coming every year closer to the construction of 
a living cell. But if naturalism is right, the living 
and animate thing must somehow have come out 
of the non-living and inanimate. One who sees 
clearly the contrast between the living and the 
non-living can understand how generations of sci¬ 
entists who believed that the mechanics of the 
world could explain everything dse, were still un¬ 
prepared to resist the view that some divine act 
was necessary to produce the many species of 
organisms and the human soul. 
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For the student of philosophy to-day, however, 
the difficulty may be to get an adequate sense of 
the contrast. We are living in an era when sharp 
distinctions of this sort have been so obscured by 
newly devised intermediaries that many who are 
unable to think clearly see no difficulty whatever 
in a gradual transformation from the inorganic 
to the organic, and from the non-conscious to the 
conscious. Let us then first ask. What are the 
peculiarities of life and of mind? 

The most striking characteristics of living 
things can best be told by aid of the word ‘self: 
they are self-building, self-repairing, self-regulat¬ 
ing, self-reproducing. There are machines which 
feed themselves; but there are none that grow by 
what they feed on. There are self-righting ma¬ 
chines, automatic equilibrators, self-steering air¬ 
planes; but there are none that repair their own 
injuries, or adjust themselves to an unlimited 
range of variable conditions. As for self-reproduc¬ 
tion, there is no machine nor chemical product 
which develops within itself a germ containing 
the capacity to grow to another like the original, 
still less to produce within that other a germ 
having the same capacity, and so on forever, as 
if within one organism there were packed away, in 
cells within cells, an infinite series of completely 
specified mature individuals! The ‘self of the 
living organism, to us who look on, means an iden¬ 
tifiable outline through which there is a constant 
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flow of matter and energy, its metabolism: it is 
the same individua] from time to time without 
having in it the same stuff; when it acts, it acts 
as a whole, and as if it were trying to preserve 
its own existence and that of an endless series of 
individuals like itself. The activities of its life 
consist, in terms of Spencer’s definition, in the 
“continuous adjustment of internal relations to 
external relations”: if the outer world changes, 
the organism changes in response, and in such 
wise as to keep itself intact. 

Now, how does ‘mind’ differ from ‘life’? We 
have characterized life by its peculiar, but ob¬ 
servable, functions or activities; we must char¬ 
acterize mind by an unobservable quality ,—feelr 
ing. The living organism acts as if it were in¬ 
terested in itself; the mind (if the organism has 
a mind) adds the fact of interest to this appear¬ 
ance of interest. Characteristic of mind is that 
awareness of benefit or injury which we call pleas¬ 
ure or pain. It is not certain that there are any 
organisms without this awareness; life may always 
be accompanied by mind; it is not certain that the 
tree is indifferent to being cut down. But at least 
some organisms are ‘conscious.’ And higher ani¬ 
mals, in addition to being simply aware, *thmk,* 
i. e., form ideas of objects, make theories about 
their natures, conceive purposes and execute plans. 
The term ‘mind’ includes this whole gamut of con¬ 
scious and intentional activities. 
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Now the puzzle for naturalism is first, how a 
world of non-living things could have produced the 
living, sdf-preserving things; and second, how 
the fact of self-preservation becomes the aware¬ 
ness of self-preservation i. e., how mind enters. 
For there is all the difference in the world between 
an action and the consciousness of that action os 
being done by me. It is the difference, let us say, 
between an arrow mechanically driven to the target 
and a mythical arrow which should intend and try 
to reach the target, and experience satisfaction 
when lodged in the bull’s eye. There are those who 
feign to consider consciousness unimportant: it is 
not recorded that these persons decline anaesthetics 
under surgery. Since values and importances are 
the precise features of the world which are wiped 
out when consciousness is absent, it might fairly 
be said that consciousness is the most important 
single fact in the universe. Without it there is no 
perception, no judgment, no knowledge, no en¬ 
joyment. Its presence constitutes the major prob¬ 
lem for naturalism; its meaning is the central 
problem of all philosophy. 

This is the point at which the theory of evolu¬ 
tion offers aid in the completion of the view of 
naturalism. It proposes to explain the origin of 
life and of mind. Darwin’s theory made no such 
attempt: his work was limited to changes within 
the different forms of life,—the origin of species, 
the descent of man. He took life for granted, as- 
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suming that life always comes from life; but he 
broke down the lines between species and Lhus be¬ 
tween lower forms of bfe and higher forms. It 
remained for a generalized theory of evolution to 
attempt the passage from non-living to living, and 
from non-mental to mental. 

This generalized th'.'ory in its philosophical 
form we owe chiefly to Herbert Spencer. He as¬ 
sembled the scattered scientific work of his day 
into a picture so vast, and so impressive in its 
cumulation of details corroborating the universal 
law of development through “differentiation and 
integration,” that it became much easier to believe 
that the remaining difficulties would eventually be 
resolved. The line between the non-living and the 
living was primarily for the biologists to deal with 
in conjunction with the chemists. All living matter 
is composed chiefly of five common elements, oxy¬ 
gen, hydrogen, nitrogen, carbon, sulphur: there is 
no element peculiar to living things; the presump¬ 
tion w'as that ‘life’ consists in a pattern of ar¬ 
rangement, which might be artificially recon¬ 
structed. Since 1827, when Wohler synthesized 
urea in his laboratory in Giessen, confidence had 
increased that the special processes of physiology 
can be understood as extensions of chemical law.* 
Grape sugar, oxalic acid, indigo, and other or- 

* For sketch of the salient points in discovering the chemical basis 
of physiology, see Jos. Needham’s article. Mechanistic Biology, m 
Sdence, Religion and Reality; also J. A. Thompson, Concerning 
Evolution, pp. 42-51. 
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ganic products can be manufactured. It could 
easily appear to Spencer that the difference be¬ 
tween living and non-living had already become a 
matter of the degree of complexity of the molecule 
of protoplasm, and of the high instability of com¬ 
pounds of nitrogen. Whether these scientific re¬ 
searches take care of the peculiar self-reference 
of the activities of organic life, their tendency to 
preserve a total individual, through a peculiar 
assemblage of processes which one by one may be 
chemically commonplace, the student must care¬ 
fully consider for himself.* We shall return to this 
question (Chapter VII). 

As for the line between the non-mental and the 
mental, this caused Spencer much perplexity. He 
was at first inclined to regard consciousness as a 
form of energy,—one in the series of transforma¬ 
tions which energy can undergo, as from heat to 
electricity, to light, to translatory motion. But 
mental energy does not seem to admit of measure¬ 
ment, as do all the other forms of energy, in terms 
of the mass and velocity of moving particles. Nor 
is there any evidence that the physical energy of 

* William Ritter and Hans Driesch maintain that in self-building, 
etc., the organism behaves as if the whole were acting for itself, and 
not as a mere combination of units. It is as though the whole pre¬ 
ceded and selected its own parts, and were thus a separate entity. 
Ostwald, Natural Philosophy, has given some attention to this 
question, which most naturalists overlook. Jacques Loeb, Physiology 
of the Brain, traces the activities of the simpler organisms to *trop- 
isms,* direct reactions to light, heat pressure, salinity, etc. Walter 
Cannon, in “The Wisdom of the Body,” and L. J. Henderson, in his 
various studies of systems of equilibration in the blood, have con¬ 
tributed important data. 
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brain action declines when mental energy in¬ 
creases.* For these and other reasons, lie later 
considered consciousness as an accompaniment ot 
(dianges in the brain, a rather inexplicable accom¬ 
paniment which we have to accept as being there. 
(This amounts to giving the problem up.) The 
mind, he thought, coulc; be understood as a highly 
complex system of minute feelings “similar in 
nature to those we know as nervous shocks”: but 
he did not mean by this that a “nervous shock” 
(which is a physical fact) is identical with a feel¬ 
ing (which is a mental fact) ; so that it still re¬ 
mains a mystery how the mental elements happen 
to accompany these nervous events. Ernst Haeckel, 
in The Riddle of the Universe, solves the ques¬ 
tion by use of the convenient term ‘gradually’: 
“Consciousness,” he says, “has been gradually 
evolved from the psychic reflex activity,”t—re¬ 
flex activity being in his view ‘psychic’ but not 
conscious, a distinction which it requires a certain 
agility to encompass. Whether you find yourself 
able, by the aid, perhaps, of current theories of 
the ‘subconscious,’ to make use of such a bridge 
from the inanimate to the animate, I cannot tell; 
but note that this is a critical point, perhaps the 
critical point, in any theory of evolution which 
offers itself as support to naturalism. Haeckel’s 
word ‘riddle’ implied that for him, as for Spencer, 
the solution was incomplete. 

• See H. Bergson, Mental Energy. ,. ^ . 

t The Riddle of the Universe, ch. vn; Psychic Gradations. 
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There can be no doubt that within the animal 
kingdom the mind, once it is present, has evdbved 
along with the evolution of the body. Darwin of¬ 
fered important evidence for this fact (sts in 
Origin of Species, ch. vii, and in Expression of the 
Emotions, 187S); and a series of able investiga¬ 
tors in comparative psychology, George Romanes, 
Uoyd Morgan, Max Verwom, Loeb, Yerkes and 
others have pressed the enquiry at what point in 
the organic series we can assume that conscious¬ 
ness arises, and what its primitive form is. These 
researches labor, as one can readily see, under the 
disadvantage that consciousness is invisible, and 
that the farther away, we get from the human 
stage of mentality the less there is in the way of 
expression which we can safely interpret as evi¬ 
dence of the presence of mind. We can only say 
that if, as a matter of principle, we are satisfied 
that mind can arise out of the inanimate world, 
all such researches aid us in picturing the stages 
of its growth from its rudimentary beginnings,* 
which still remain speculative. 

S6. Emergent evolution. Since Dsuwin and 
Spencer wrote, many changes have been made in 
our views of the manner in which evolution takes 
place. The word ‘gradually,* which was appropri¬ 
ate to a Darwinian era relying on the conservati<m 
of small variations by natural selection, has been 

•See L. T. Hobhouse, Mind in Evolution; Lloyd Morgan. In- 
•tinct and Experience, cb. iv. 
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submerged: many steps of development, it is now 
seen, have occurred abruptly, by ‘mutat’on.’ It is 
suggested that mind may have entered the scene 
in one of these saltations. 

It has long been known that there are two kinds 
of effect in nature, which George Henry Lewes 
distinguished as ‘resultants’ and ‘emergents.’* 
The resultants are the effects which we are able to 
deduce from the causes; as when we say that the 
weight of salt is the sura of the weights of sodium 
and the chlorine that combine to produce it. The 
emergents are the unpredictable effects, which, so 
to speak, supervene together with the resultants; 
as the taste of the salt, its crystalline form and 
color, which lacking all resemblance to the prop¬ 
erties of either sodium or chlorine seem to be 
something quite new and additional to the situa¬ 
tion. Such emergent qualities appear to depend 
upon the way of arrangement or composition of 
the ingredients. 

Now may it be that life and mind ‘emerge’ in 
this abrupt way whenever in the rearrangements 
of physical elements the right kind of arrange¬ 
ment or pattern happens to be struck out? This 
is the suggestion of Mr. Lloyd Morgan (Emer¬ 
gent Evolution, 1923). Mr. Morgan himself is not 
a philosophical naturalist; he believes, rather, 

• Problems of life end Mind, 1876, 412. Quoted by C. Lloyd 
in Journal of Hiilosophical Studies, January, 1929,28, in an 
artii^ The Case for Emergent Evolution, which deserves careful 
Study. 
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that in the universe at large there is some mental 
cause for the emergence of consciousness in con¬ 
nection with the animal organism. He regarded 
‘emergent’ as merely a word for the scientific ob¬ 
server, to mark the empirical fact that something 
new had occurred for whose explanation he had 
no further responsibility than to note the con¬ 
ditions under which it appears. But the word was 
a good one; there are so many cases of emergence 
in nature that it seemed to amount to a new law, 
namely, that under the right circumstances un¬ 
predictable qualities arise and continue to exist. 
(Does this seem to the reader like making the 
absence of an explanation serve for an explana¬ 
tion, by providing it with a name, and finding 
numerous cases of it? It is some reply, not wholly 
satisfactory perhaps, to point out that most so- 
caUed laws of nature do that very thing. We do 
not understand any single case of gravitation; but 
when all bodies attract each other in the same 
unexplained way, which we can exactly formulate, 
we have a command of the How, if not of the Why, 
of the whole group of phenomena,—and with this 
How, modern science regards its work as finished.) 
Thus Mr. Morgan found his conception immedi¬ 
ately put to the uses of naturalistic evolution, as 
in Mr. Alexander’s Space, Time, and Deity.* 
Professor R. W. Sellars in Evolutionary Natu- 

* Published in 1920, and acknowledging indebtedness to earlier 
suggestions of Mr. Morgan. 
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raiism, employs this same idea. The picture of 
evolution thus presented restores the p^der con¬ 
ception of a series of steps in which life, mind, 
reason mark off clearly distinguished groups of 
phenomena. Is it possible that this way of array¬ 
ing the facts of evolution surmounts the diffi¬ 
culty with wliich b-ilh Spencer and Haeckel 
struggled? 

It has at least this advantage. The older con¬ 
ceptions conveyed the impression that whatever 
is evolved is composed of, and therefore in reality 
is, the more primitive thing out of which it came: 
Evolution is (as its etymology suggests) an out- 
turning or unwinding of the contents of an orig¬ 
inal germ; the mind is nothing but the revealed 
inwardness of its ancestral capsule, the diist. To 
the emergent evolutionist, each new level of being 
is an arrival, to whose advent the whole surround¬ 
ing figure of events has contributed. It is not 
‘contained in’ any earlier shape, and if not as real 
as the elements from whose arrangement it emerges, 
it cannot be reduced to them. The ‘nothing but’ 
phrase ceases to be appropriate. Without being 
any the less a lawful and determined universe, the 
world is capable of giving birth to novelty, and 
in a sense of stepping upward. 

87. Naturedism and human nature. The ques¬ 
tion of the evolution of mind is bound up with 
the question what mtnd ts as we now find it. If 
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naturalism can give a sufficient account of human 
nature as it is, there will be no final obstacle in 
determining how it came to be. The scientific ac 
count of human nature is psychology: and psy' 
chology will necessarily test and be tested by every 
judgment we make of the mind and its place in 
the world. Psychology is and must be the chief 
battleground between naturalism and other views 
of the world. 

Since the middle of the nineteenth century, psy* 
chology has been written largely from the stand¬ 
point of physiology. That is to say, the mind has 
been treated as a function of the brain, an organ 
in an organism, and subject like the rest of the 
body to the laws of cause and effect which include 
that body in the circuits of physical nature. At 
first the naturalist had one main instrument of 
explanation, the ‘reflex arc’ (q. v.) : the 'mind as 
an active affair was considered a phenomenon of 
stimulus and response. When the finger touches 
a hot iron there is an instant and mechanical with¬ 
drawal: the response takes that particular form 
because the nervous current is routed through the 
system, along an inborn path of least resistance. 
Instincts are more complicated sequences of be¬ 
havior into whose composition a number of reflex 
arcs may enter; and instincts modided by experi¬ 
ence constitute our habits, and thereby the char¬ 
acter of the mature individual. Just how this 
simple scheme accounts for memory, anticipation. 
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reasoning, and the higher mental processes is natu¬ 
rally a matter for much careful euquii j* 
During recent years another instrument of ex¬ 
planation has become available, in the form of the 
chemistry of the blood as affected by the glands 
of internal secretion, the so-called endocrine 
glands. It had long teen known—indeed, it was 
the basis of much ancient psychology—^that the 
emotions are governed largely by visceral dis¬ 
turbances. Recent experimental work has brought 
to light how profoundly these changes in the body 
are affected by the adrenal, interstitial, thyroid 
and other secretions. By proper administration of 
thyroid extract a cretin may be brought much 
nearer to normality; and by stopping the dosage 
he may be dropped hack again. There is thus much 
justification for thi* view that the chemical bal¬ 
ance of the body h immediately reflected in the 
temper and the tonus of personality.f There is 
rather less justification for the extravagant ex¬ 
pectations which have been built on this discovery, 
as by Mr. RusseU and Mr. Trotsky, the latter' 
of whom suggests that in time we shall be able 
by proper chemical feeding to lift the level of the 
racial mentality so that all men will stand in a 

•An ingeniously worked-out plan of human psychology strictly 
on the reflex-arc pattern may be found in Max Meyer, Fundamental 
Laws of Human Behavior, 1911. On, the theory of Instinct see James. 
Psychology; McDougall, Social Psychology; Hocking, Human Na¬ 
ture and Its Remaking. See John B. Watson, Psychology from the 
Stondpoint of a Behaviorist, 1019. The work of Pavlow on condi¬ 
tioned reflexes has thrown light on the processes of learning. 

t Dr. Berman’s title, "The Glands Regulating Personality, stotes 
the case over-empWically. 
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scale from Newton’s level upward! Unfortunately 
no drug has yet been found which will raise human 
intelligence above its present normal, so that it 
will stay up. 

But we cannot require of psychology that it 
change human nature: its first business is to un¬ 
derstand human nature. And beyond doubt, as 
a result of the work of physiological psychology, 
many things about the mind are better under¬ 
stood. The visible proof of this is in the applica¬ 
tions of psychology. Mental diseases are cured. 
Useful proposals are made to education, to in¬ 
dustry, to advertising, to political life,—to every 
situation in which human beings can be managed. 
And if we can thus learn of the mind through the 
behavior which we can observe and measure, is it 
not reasonable to assume that the acting organ¬ 
ism, with its marvellously sensitive nervous mech¬ 
anism, is equivalent, for scientific purposes, to the 
mind itself? This is the position of behaviorism, 
the extreme development of naturalistic psychol¬ 
ogy. The organism can be observed; some laws of 
its behavior can be known; why worry about the 
‘consciousness’ which may or may not be present? 

The question for us, however, is not whether 
psychology has thrown a great flood of light upon 
human nature. The question is simply whether the 
sort of psychology which investigates the mind 
solely as an object in nature, subject to laws of 
:ause and effect, can tell the whole truth about 
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the mind. Remembering that ‘the mind’ is some¬ 
thing of which each man has a specimen close at 
hand; do you accept this equation of your men¬ 
tality with the mechanisms of your behavior? 

88. Naturdlisin eapUdns religion. Naturalism 
would not be so convincing as it is if it merely 
sat in the stronghold of natural law and declared 
all other outlooks on the universe superfluous. No 
one convinces his opponent simply by ruling him 
out of court,—this is one reason for the compara¬ 
tive fruitlessness of much argumentation. To be 
convincing, one must step onto the mental ground 
of his opponent and show why it is that he thinks 
as he does, where he makes his mistake. The evi¬ 
dence for naturalism will not be wholly satisfy¬ 
ing, therefore, unless it can explain why men have 
been religious, or have taken the spiritualistic 
view of the world. But this, by way of psychology, 
naturalism is quite prepared to do. Naturalistic 
psychology of religion explains religion as a nat¬ 
ural—and for a time serviceable—human mistake. 

The function of ideas (or of whatever corre¬ 
sponds to ideas in the nervous centres) is to guide 
behavior: they stand between stimulus and re¬ 
sponse. The perception of a red glow on the prairie 
arouses the idea of fire and guides for man and 
beast the response of flight. The true idea aids 
survival; the false idea leads to waste effort or to 
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death. A belief being a complex group of ideas, 
we may say that animals whose brains produce 
true beliefs will tend to survive. And sometimes 
a mixture of truth and error will do this work of 
aiding survival, if the error is not operative. Thus, 
so long as men’s journeys were of restricted range, 
the assumption that the earth is flat worked as 
well as the truer notion. 

Now spiritualism has been useful in this way. 
It has offered encouragement at the time when 
man needed it most. The great mental task of 
early times, if man was to be markedly different 
from the animals, was that he should be able to 
see ahead, be interested in the future and plan 
for it: he could then begin to live by his dreams, 
using his creative imagination—^perhaps his most 
distinctive faculty—^with effect. Religion kept 
alive in him the hope that he could, by aid of 
the divine power, surmount his obstacles and work 
out a better order of life. It thus held him to the 
task of mastering nature until the great primary 
difficulties attending subsistence, shelter and the 
like had actually been mastered. It developed his 
imagination and confirmed the habit of devotion 
to an ideal. 

It aided socud solidarity, making possible that 
respect for custom which was necessary if men 
were to reach any common ground of social life. 
It sanctioned and idealized rulership, an essential 
first stage in state-building. Note that this ideal- 
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izing of common things, which may seem so wild 
a departure from the cold facts, is often nearer 
the truth than the realistic description. When 
Mr. J. C. Gray describes the Supreme Court as 
‘‘half a dozen elderly men, sitting on a platform 
behind a green or red cloth, with very probably 
not commanding wills ov powerful physique . . . 
some of them, conceivably, of very limited intelli¬ 
gence,”* he is intentionally omitting from the 
picture the powerful tradition of the public law 
of the land which operates through these men. 
Until humanity could recognize these intangible 
but actual elements of a working society it needed 
the schooling in deference to the unseen which 
religion supplied. 

Further, religion created a technique of enthur 
siasm. Through its ritual excitements it trained 
the eflfusive emotionality of early man into rela¬ 
tively orderly channels. It is on this account that 
religion after much groping became the home of 
the infancy of all the fine arts,—^though it is not 
altogether certain that this product of religion 
can pose as an aid to survival. 

But what was at first an aid may, in later stages 
of progress, become a hindrance, or even a poison. 
Encouragement may become a sort of coddhng. 
Religion has been regarded by Freudian psy¬ 
chologists as a belated moral infantilism, whereby 
in the maturity of the race, when we ought to be 
* Nature and Sources of the Law, ed. 1921, 121, 84. 



66 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

ready to face the problems of existence in all their 
harsh verity, men stiU persist in dreaming of a 
benevolent heavenly paternal roof, which per¬ 
sonally shields them from the severest blows of 
fate. The support of custom may become (as it 
soon did become) a congealing of custom; so that 
the very function for opening the future became 
a vice for fixing the bondage of the past. The in¬ 
terest in the ideal may become an indulgence in 
abstract contemplation, to the robbing of human 
life. And the arts, one by one, have had to claim 
liberation from their dominating parent. The 
secularization movements of history, ending with 
the still incomplete secularization of politics, in¬ 
dicate this phase of the warfare, not of science, 
but of the arts with religion. Thus religion takes 
its place in the program of naturalistic evolution, 
and we are invited to consider it not so much 
disproved as outgrown, with all due gratitude for 
its former beneficent r&le. 

Auguste Comte (1798-1857), French positiv¬ 
ist, has given a vivid expression to this view of the 
rdle of religion. He teaches* that men’s views of 
the world naturally run through three stages. 
The first stage is theological: events are ex¬ 
plained by referring them to divine powers. The 
second stage is metaphysical: events are explained 
by referring them to separate energies, life by a 
vital force, fire by a principle of heat, falling 


* Coiirs de pliilosophie pontive, 1830. 
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bodies by a heavy principle, and so on. The third 
stage is the ‘positive’ stage: events are explained 
by referring them to causes, i. e., to previous 
events on which they follow according to definite 
laws. This kind of explanation does not take us 
out of the field of observable and measurable 
facts, and is the highes’. stage of human intellect. 
The positive stage of thought does not destroy aU 
that mankind has cherished under the name of re¬ 
ligion; only, it substitutes for the supernatural 
being, whom no one can discover, the Great Being 
with whom we have to do at all times, and whom 
we can loyally serve. Humanity.* 

Thus, when any man judges his dreams to be 
dreams, he discards them, though regretfully, and 
girds himself to face the literal facts of the uni¬ 
verse with sternness and courage. The idea of God 
is seen, by the eye schooled in the scientific tem¬ 
per, to be a visionary form of the permanently 
needful devotion to ideal social ends. The wish for 
immortality is seen as a projection of the impulse 
of youth for the aflirmation of life. To perceive 
the psychology of our beliefs is to gain detach- 
ment from them. 


29. In nothing of what has preceded has nat¬ 
uralism undertaken to prove its case. It has sim¬ 
ply appealed to sober judgment. To summarize, 


it submits as in its favor: 

• See selections from Comte in 
Auguste Comte and Positivism, pp. 


Rand. Also John Stuart Mill 
1-32 and 124-148. 
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Our commou sense or intuition of the reality 
of physical things; 

The tangible and measurable character of the 
objects it operates with in its explanations. They 
give a definiteness and a clarity to language which 
contrast favorably with the often cloudy vague¬ 
ness of the spiritualist. The materialist is pecu¬ 
liarly fortunate in this respect; for anybody can 
imagine an atom in the midst of space, if it is 
a solid particle of the Newtonian model. This 
clarity is an augury of good-faith and mental 
fraternity; 

The completeness of its explanations, having 
in mind also the minute accuracy which has come 
with the quantitative phase of science; 

In particular, its explanation of the human 
mind through a causal psychology, and of the 
transitory function of religion in history. The 
temper of naturalism was formerly arrogant and 
bitter; something of the scorn of the partisan 
fighting against entrenched bigotry appears in 
the work of Haeckel, and occasionally in the more 
genial writing of Huxley. But in Romanes and 
Spencer and later writers, one finds regretful ac¬ 
ceptance of the bleaker view of the world which 
the evidence seems to them to require; 

The simplicity and unity of the world-view, not 
cluttered up with supernatural intrusions and 
indefinite fringes. It allows concentration on the 
human task. ‘Tt sternly implies the need for se¬ 
curing the finest conditions for human develop- 
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ment in the world of here and now. Misery and 
want cannot be excused by considering tiiem part 
of an inscrutable plan.’’ Nor are we justified in 
deferring to another life the justice which it is 
our duty to create in this. 

30. Naturalism in ^he history of thought» 

As a tendency in every man’s mind, naturalism 
would be expected to show itself in every period 
of history. It would gain clear expression wherever 
men had reached the sense of a reliable order of 
natural law. 

Accordingly (to mention a few notable names) 
we find it in the Greek world, in the philosophy 
of Democritus, and in that of his Roman disciple^ 
Lucretius, whose great poem, De rerum natura 
(about 60 B. C.), is a passionate appeal for a 
passionless view of the world. (See extracts from 
Munro’s translation of Lucretius in Bakewell’s 
Source Book, pp. 306-316.) 

At the beginning of the modern era, Thomas 
Hobbes undertook to explain the mind as a case 
of matter in motion. Sensation is a direct effect 
of outer motions on the nerves; and as ‘^motion 
produceth nothing but motion,” sensation must be 
a kind of motion. Then imagination and memory 
are ‘‘decaying sense”; and reason a train of memo¬ 
ries. (See extracts from Hobbes, Leviathan, 1661, 
in Rand, Modern Classical Philosophers, pp. 67- 
76, being chapters i—v.) 

Eighteenth-century France saw a striking de- 
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velopment of materialism. Rend Descartes, often 
called the founder of modern philosophy, had al¬ 
ready taught (Principles of Philosophy, 1644) 
that the body of animals is an automatic mecha¬ 
nism, without consciousness; and, as one historian 
comments, “For a long time it was fashionable 
among zealous Cartesians to torture'animals in a 
frivolous spirit, in order to show that their theory 
was seriously meant.” He thought that man was 
a machine so far as his body is concerned; but that 
the mind was a distinct substance, capable of act¬ 
ing on the body.* This reservation of the human 
mind was criticised by La Mettrie (1748), who 
wrote, with the vast approval of Frederick the 
Great, a book entitled I’Homme Machine. (Trans¬ 
lated by G. C. Bussey, Open Court, 1912, under 
the title Man a Machine.) 

But the great era of naturalism is, as one would 
expect, the century of Darwin and Spencer, when 
/natural law was first successfully applied to the 
world of living organisms, and the principles of 
evolution in biology were extended to the history 
of the universe. The nineteenth century saw the 
notable works of Ludwig Buchner (Kraft und 
Stoff, Force and Matter), Herbert Spencer (Syn¬ 
thetic Philosophy), Ernst Haeckel (Riddle of the 
Universe), T. H. Huxley (Essays), and Friedrich 
Nietzsche. For a clear-cut materialist, Buchner is 
perhaps the best example. Wilhelm Ostwald, phys- 

♦ Descartes’s views will be considered more at length under the 
head of Dualism, §§ 108-132 below. 
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ical chemist^ in his Natural Philosophy, reduces 
matter to energy; he is therefore not tei-hnically 
a materialist, but an energist. The most systematic 
expression of the philosophy of natural evolution 
is that of Herbert Spencer (1820-1903) in First 
Principles. 

Selections in Rand. '1‘he beginner would do better, 
however, to have the full text before him, sketching 
the chapters in Part II at the first read’ng, by omit¬ 
ting something of the vast bulk of illustration with 
which Spencer reinforces his argument, and paying 
particular attention to the last three chapters. Equi¬ 
libration, Dissolution, Summary and Conclusion. 
Note carefully how Spencer brings the mind into the 
order of evolution. How Spencer deals with religion 
will be found in chapters i, ii, and v of Part I. 

Buchner, Force and Matter (1855), is a short 
book which can be gathered up in its main argument 
very quickly. The chapters most worth attention are 
those labelled Force and Matter, Creation, Purpose 
in Nature, Brain and Soul, Free Will, Conclusion. 

Ernst Haeckel, Riddle of the Universe (1899): 
chapters 1, 6, 10, 11, 12, 15, will outline the argu¬ 
ment. 

T. H. Huxley (1825-95), Lay Sermons, xiv, on 
Descarteses Discourse; Life and Letters, I, 241—244, 
etc. 

The nineteenth century seems to us now a pe¬ 
riod of naturalist classics. Physics aided by mathe¬ 
matics provided the ideal of an established scien¬ 
tific method; and the notion of a set of equations 
which should describe the law of the behavior of all 
atoms in all space throughout all time seemed not 
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impossibly out of reach* The twentieth century 
has brought a profound revolution in our concep* 
tion of the ultimate facts of physics* In the broad* 
est sense, this makes no difference to naturalism, 
which is not committed to any particular physical 
doctrine but only to an acceptance of the physical 
universe, whatever it may prove to be, as the out¬ 
line of nature. Twentieth-century naturalism is 
more complex, more varied, less typical, less con¬ 
fident. It frequently appears under the guise of 
a highly technical type of philosophy which we 
shall later consider, realism. A few examples: 

Bertrand Russell, Problems of Philosophy; Scien¬ 
tific Method in Philosophy; What I Believe. Rus¬ 
sell’s writing has distinguished clarity, vigor and 
wit. His earlier writings, done in close connection 
with mathematical logic, are serious. 

George Santayana’s Skepticism and Animal Faith 
is a work of great charm and less lucidity by an 
eminent poet and master of expression. 

R. W. Sellars, Evolutionary Naturalism: a text¬ 
book, solid, incisive, schematic. 

John Dewey’s writings, so far as they touch meta¬ 
physics, present a form of naturalism. See especially 
Experience and Nature. 

Irwin Edman, Four Ways of Philosophy (1937), 
has produced a truly eloquent defence of naturalism. 
See especially his fourth chapter, “Philosophy as 
Nature Understood.” I know of no chapter in which 
the meaning of naturalism as we find it today is so 
adequately expressed, or the skeleton which its uni¬ 
verse conceals so gracefully and kindly bedecked. 
Bertrand Russell’s celebrated essay A Free Man’s 
Worship, has to me a studied pathos; Walter Lipp- 
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mann’s A Preface to Morals is heavy with the aware¬ 
ness of Fate; but Edraan’s book has the true joy of 
the lover of nature, and his embrace of the negations 
of destiny rings sincere. 

When the satisfaction in nature thus turns into 
an enthusiasm and offers scope for “natural 
piety,” the mind finds itself imperceptibly attribut¬ 
ing to nature as a whole a living quality, and 
Dewey is ready, under strictly specified under¬ 
standings, to venture the use of the word “God” 
(A Common Faith, p. 51). Then naturalism is 
silently turning into something else. 



Chapter IV 


THE LOGIC OF NATURALISM 

31. The foregoing arguments in favor of nat¬ 
uralism, I repeat, are not proofs. They are ap¬ 
peals to judgment. 

In fact, there can be no proof of naturalism. 
How could one prove that nothing but nature ex¬ 
ists.? The only way in which anything can be 
proved non-existent is to show that it is impos¬ 
sible: thus a centaur is impossible, under condi¬ 
tions of terrestrial physiolog}^ hence centaurs are 
non-existent on this earth. And there are certain 
kinds of god which may be shown impossible, at 
least under natural laws. But unless we assume 
that these natural laws rule the entire universe, 
which would be begging the question, we cannot 
prove that even the gods of Homer’s Olympus are 
impossible everywhere. The non-existence of a 
spiritual God, or of another world, or of a future 
life, cannot be proved. 

But there is a logical side to the case for nat¬ 
uralism. It consists in refuting the attempts which 
have been made in the past to prove that super- 
nature does exist. 

32 . What would you regard as the strongest 
grounds that could be given for a belief in God? 
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Apart from intuitive and pragmatic reasons, there 
are three main grounds of a rational order, which 
have been elicited during the long defensive con¬ 
test between spiritualism and naturalism, and 
which reappear in all arguments on this subject. 

First, there is the argument that nature re-' 
quires an author. As one student has put the 
matter, “There must be something all-powerful 
somewhere that created the universe in the first 
place.’^ Another, “It seems required by reason that 
some great power is responsible for the existence 
of the universe, and since man has found no sat- 
isfactor}’^ explanation of the beginning of things 
in nature itself, I believe that power to be God.” 
In brief, the world of nature is considered not 
self-sufficient: it shows signs of dependence on 
something beyond itself. The dependent implies 
an independent being. That independent and self- 
sufficient being is God. This argument, interested 
in origins, the first cause of things, creation, has 
been called the cosm ologicaljitgument. 

Second, there is the argument that the order 
and beauty of nature could not be accidental, but" 
imply a mind that appreciated them, and meant 
to bring them into existence. Thus, “The mate¬ 
rial universe, which always acts by fixed law, sup¬ 
poses a law-giver outside itself. No one can make 
a law unless he has intelligence. The creator is 
therefore an intelligent being.” “Common-sense 
tells one that the beauty and co-ordination of Na- 
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ture could no more have sprung into being by 
itself than a watch with its intricate parts scat¬ 
tered could spring into motion”; ^Who but a 
god could have worked out the myriad laws of na¬ 
ture in all their exact perfection?” This argu¬ 
ment, interested not so much in the bare facts of 
the world as in their value and fitness, has been 
called the teleoloaicul arqument. It is the argu- 
ment from the design to the designer. 

There is a third ground which more rarely 
comes to light. It is the argument that the idea 
of God somehow guarantees its own truth. “There 
seems to be something in the notion of a supreme 
being which cannot be false or illusory.” “I can¬ 
not believe that the idea of God would have oc¬ 
curred to mankind if there liad not been reality 
behind it.” This argument also has received 
strong expression in the history of philosophy; 
but it has taken many forms, as if it were diffi¬ 
cult to capture in logical terms, and were somehow 
more truly stated in the indefinite form. There is 
in the idea of God a peculiarity which sets it apart 
from all other ideas, and requires me to believe 
that its object is truly existent. What is that pe¬ 
culiarity? 

Some mediaeval schoolmen thought it ‘pure Be¬ 
ing’: God is pure Being, and pure Being neces¬ 
sarily exists. 

Anselm of Canterbury (1033-1109) thought 
it ‘perfection.’ He argued that the idea of the 
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perfect being (not perfect being) necessarily 
involves the existence of that being. For if the 
idea is a mere idea or fancy it lacks something of 
that full perfection which it would attain if its 
object also existed. Hence we contradict ourselves 
if we think of the most perfect being as a mere 
idea. We must think of it as existing. 

Spinoza (1632-1677) also thought it ‘perfec¬ 
tion.’ Perfection, he lield^ carries with, it a power 
to exist; if we think of the absolute beginning or 
origin of things, perfection would assert its in¬ 
herent powder to be,—^nothing could resist it. “The 
perfection of a thing does not annul its existence, 
but on the contrary asserts it. Imperfection, on 
the other hand, does annul it. Therefore we cannot 
be more certain of the existence of anything than 
of the existence of a being absolutely infinite or 
perfect—that is, of God.”* 

In these and other w^ays philosophers have tried 
to show that the idea of God contains our standard 
of reality; and we can never accept the sugges¬ 
tion that this standard may be ‘merely subjec¬ 
tive,’ for it is only our standard of ‘objective real¬ 
ity’ which could lead us to judge any idea as sub¬ 
jective. The idea of God then, by itself, requires 
belief in the existence of God. This has been 
called the ordolQgicjd 

Do these three arguments exhaust what can be 
said in the way of attempting a rational proof 
of the existence of God.^ 

• Ethics, proposition xi, note. Bohn edition, p. 53. 
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33. Naturalism undertakes to show that all 
these arguments are fallacious. They have been 
criticised by many thinkers who are not natural¬ 
ists. No one has attacked them more trenchantly 
than Kant. (See J. Watson, Selections from Kant^ 

pp. 202 - 222 .) 

As for the last mentioned argument, the onto¬ 
logical, Kant voices the opinion of the majority 
when he judges that there is nothing in it. You 
have an idea of a perfect circle; that is, the defini¬ 
tion of a circle: but this perfection is no guarantee 
of the existence of the perfect circle. On the con¬ 
trary, the perfect is precisely what does not exist. 
Existence adds nothing to the perfection of an 
idea. Perfection is a quality; if a perfect rose 
could be translated from idea to actuality, its per¬ 
fection would not be improved nor in any way 
changed. Has Kant met the ontological argument 
in its full strength.?^ 

The cosmological argument errs in making an 
illicit use of the idea of cause. The origins of 
things are their causes; and their causes are al¬ 
ways in some previous state of nature. The origin 
of the hen is in the egg, and the origin of the egg 
is a preceding hen. Trace it back as far as you 
like, to the original protoplasmic slime, or to the 
original nebula: you are Tiever referred outside of 
nature for your origin. The relation of cause to 
offect is the very essence of natural happening. 
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We could never, therefore, be referred to a super¬ 
natural being for a cause of anything that hap¬ 
pens. Nor yet for the cause of “all things,”—^if 
that phrase has any assignable meaning. 

Creation is a different matter, quite different 
from causation; for creation implies the produc¬ 
tion of the very stuff of the woi-ld. But clearly no 
argument from causality can help us in reaching 
the creative source of things, if there is any such 
source. For causality only plies between one state 
and another of existing things. 

The wiser naturalists do not imagine that they 
have avoided all mental difficulty in thus rebuk¬ 
ing the tendency of the mind to use the causal 
ladder to climb out of nature. If they insist that 
the ladder is really a chain of causes leading back¬ 
ward into the past ad infinitum, they are asserting 
in effect that the world had no hegirming. The de¬ 
mand that we believe in an infinitude of past time 
is a baffling one. An infinite series is one that never 
ends; but if there was no beginning, each present 
moment is the end of a finished infinite series. Is 
this conceivable.? We have here a mental dilemma 
(or, as Kant called it, an antinomy ); the world 
must have had a beginning, and it cannot have 
had a beginning. Whichever alternative we choose, 
we face the inconceivable. 

Herbert Spencer fully recognizes this difficulty. 
He attributes it to the limitations of the human 
mind: the mind, he holds, is fitted for thinking in 
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terms of relations, such as causality,—it can link 
one fragment of the world to another; but it is 
not fitted for thinking the whole. Our knowledge 
is relative, not absolute; it is scientific, not meta¬ 
physical. Hence, when we try to reach absolute 
beginnings, we are faced with ‘^alternative impos¬ 
sibilities of thought” (First Principles, Part I). 
There are only three alternatives possible for the 
origin of the world: it is self-existent, or self- 
caused, or caused by an external agency. And 
each of these alternatives is really without mean¬ 
ing to our minds. We cannot conceive that a thing 
exists in its own right without any source beyond 
itself; we cannot conceive self-creation, for that 
implies that the thing exists before it exists; and 
to refer it to an external creator merely defers the 
question. For we have to ask, Whence the creator? 
And that question, as Kant already recognized, is 
“the abyss of human reason.” 

If, then, the assumption of a God does not ex-. 
plain the origin of the world, the cosmological 
argument loses its entire point. 

34}. As for the teleological argument, which 
pretends to see in the order and fitness of nature 
a benevolent purpose, that argument has been 
under attack since the beginning of modern times. 
Lord Bacon exposed the fallacy of referring natu¬ 
ral events and arrangements to “final causes,” 
that is, to an assumed purpose. If we explain the 
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good harvest by the will of a good God, it becomes 
inexplicable that the next harvest is a poor one. 
The hypothesis of purpose cannot be used to pre¬ 
dict the future and is thus, as Bacon put it, ‘‘bar¬ 
ren, like a virgin consecrated to God.” And Spi¬ 
noza termed it the “refuge of ignorance,”* be¬ 
cause of the idle habit of referring to the will of 
God whatever we Cannot otherwise explain. Fur¬ 
ther, it was felt on all sides that the motives at¬ 
tributed to God by such explanations were paltry 
and unworthy. If the earth is not the centre of the 
universe, neither is man the centre of the value of 
the universe; and the fitness of the world for man, 
so far as it is fit, is not to be attributed to the 
supreme interest of God in the human being. Nor 
have we any right to forget the degree of unfitness 
in the world; its evil, ugliness, and waste. If from 
the world as we find it, we try to infer an all-good 
designer, we are attempting to rise higher than 
our source. We are, as Kant pointed out, really 
attributing existence to our preconceived idea of 
God, that is, making use of the ‘ontological argu¬ 
ment.’ 

The appeals to design in the world of animal 
life, those admiring meditations which have always 
been excited by the marvellous structure of the 
eye and the other sense organs, the protective de¬ 
vices, and the instincts (see for example Fenelon, 
The Existence of God),—Darwin’s great demon- 

* Ethics, prop, xxvi, appendix, Bohn edition, p. 7P. 
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stration that the animal was fitted to the world 
and not the world to the animal, and that the fit¬ 
ting process could be understood by the ordinary 
operation of causal laws, more effectively banished 
these than the criticism of Kant had done. 

But in any case, the teleological argument is 
not a real argument, for it fails to put forward a 
genuine hypothesis unless we have some concep¬ 
tion of the process by which God, having designed 
the world, then brings it into being. Here we light 
upon the difliculties of the problem of origins 
which the cosmological argument brought to evi¬ 
dence, and are forced once more to face the limi¬ 
tations of the human intellect. 

35. Unless there is something wrong with these 
criticisms, we should judge with naturalism that 
these arguments for the existence of God are not 
substantial. There may be other arguments. There 
may be grounds not capable of being put into 
argumentative form. There may be some aspects 
of superuature not dependent on the existence of 
God. The will might be free, the soul might be 
immortal, even if God did not exist. These ques¬ 
tions deserve examination, and have been examined 
in the discussions of naturalistic writers. But since 
the belief in God is the kernel of all supernatural¬ 
ism, we have before us the logic of naturalism at 
its best. 



Chapter V 

NATURALISTIC ETHICS 

36. If we cancel belief in God, and in the con¬ 
cern of an all-powerful and all-holy being for 
righteousness, what becomes of the standards of 
human morality? 

Of course, for the naturalist, the horizon is 
rimmed by death, both for the individual and the 
race. But death is no more in the immediate fore¬ 
ground for him than for others. His idea of the 
wise conduct of life depends on what his reason 
shows him of cause and effect in producing hap¬ 
piness or misery. He has nothing to fear from the 
wrath of God; he has still to be mindful of the 
wrath of society and of his own nature. 

His motives are obviously simplified; his con¬ 
duct need not be essentially altered. He is not 
troubled to do anything for the glory of God nor 
for the love of God; and there is no reasonable 
sentiment in him of gratitude or loyalty to the 
physical universe which brought him forth, and 
will some day blot him out. But he cannot destroy 
the instinctive aspirations of his heredity. If he 
cares for science, he will still care for it. If his 
nature is sociable, he will still wish to please his 
fellow men. If he is sensitive to beauty and refine- 
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ment, he will still cultivate harmony and decency 
in his behavior. 

According to Plato, moral rightness (or ^jus¬ 
tice’) is simply mental health, the kind of disposi¬ 
tion which gives every man his due and every 
function of the mind its proportionate share in 
the government of behavior: on this showing, only 
the just man can be happy, for the unjust man, 
like the sick man, is incapable of the ordinary 
satisfactions of life.* The good life has its intrinsic 
recommendations in the nature of things, quite 
apart from rewards added by gods or men. 

37. It is true that the first effect of abandoning 
a belief in God and the future life may be a sense 
of liberation. ^^God is dead,^’ cries Nietzsche, ^^alles 
ist erlauht ^—everything is permitted!” Nature 
and natural impulse are not evil; away with shame 
and repression; away with discipline and re¬ 
straint. The ethics of the free man will be the 
ethics of ‘Self-expression.” 

Whoever takes this direction, or that of Omar 
Khayyam, the cult of self-centred joy and ob¬ 
livion, is likely to incur the censure of other natu¬ 
ralists. They will point out to him, in terms not 
wholly different from Plato’s, that there is a dis¬ 
cipline which belongs to nature itself. Further, he 
cannot turn his back on the needs of humanity 
and be wholly satisfied with himself. Epicurus and 

* Bepublic, Book iv. Plato is not a naturalist. 
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Lucretius, with no remoter goal than the natural 
satisfaction of life, found the chief advantage of 
banishing the gods to an innocuous distance (they 
still professed a nominal belief in their existence) 
the fact that the}^ had overcome the haunting fear 
of divine punishment and of death: their code of 
ethics we should call somewhat austere, although 
the word ‘‘epicurean” has gained a very different 
connotation in our common speech. They believed 
that the enduring pleasures of life were the most 
satisfying, and that the more intense pleasures 
were deceptive, being both transitory and attended 
by pain and disgust. A life of leisure, friendship, 
and the cultivation of philosophy was to them the 
wise choice. (See Bakewell, Source Book, 297- 
306.) 

38. Modern naturalists have made systematic 
attempts to apply their world-view to wise con¬ 
duct. Herbert Spencer’s Data of Ethics is one of 
the outstanding essays. Spencer argues that men 
can be happy only if they fall in with the evident 
trend of nature in evolution (we cannot say the 
‘intention’ of nature), and work with nature for 
the preservation and increase of life. This means 
care for one’s health and for the development of 
one’s mental powers to their highest capacity; it 
means trying to abolish war and all those conflicts 
which involve the subtraction of life and energy 
from both contestants; it means the replacement 
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of a military society by an industrial society; it 
means free competition in that society, so that the 
best men come to the top; and it means the gen¬ 
eral growth of sympathy to such a point that one 
derives as much gratification from the pleasure 
of others as from his own pleasures, and egoism 
and altruism are reconciled. 

39. Nietzsche draws from the same premises a 
very different picture. He finds Spencer’s ideal 
too tame. Nature makes for evolution, it is true; 
but its means is the destruction of the unfit. The 
strong and vital elements of society must assert 
themselves, not for their own sakes more than for 
the sake of the future. Christianity has been a 
detriment to the race by cultivating the amiable 
and sympathetic tempers. Instead of urging us to 
love others as we love ourselves, Nietzsche would 
urge us to be ruthless to ourselves as we should be 
to others. The Superman can only be brought 
forth by the Untergang of the less worthy; and 
if that less worthy be oneself, it is one’s piety to 
yield to the better. Relentless self-mastery is the 
way of happiness. “Gmt ist das Leben, das selber 
ins Leben schneidet.^'* 

40. Huxley (in Evolution and Ethics) gives 
up the attempt to find a guide for ethics in the 
processes of sub-human nature. He finds that all 
civilization, like the work of the gardener, is a 
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fight with the weeds. The social process cuts across 
the process of natural selection; and th^ social 
aspects of human nature must thrive, even in de¬ 
fiance of the method of struggle for survival. 
Huxley’s essay is worth weighing in view of 
Nietzsche’s powerful appeal for the Darwinian 
type of morals. 

41. In sum, then, while the moral codes of natu¬ 
ralists differ, naturalism does not leave morals 
without support.* It does not necessarily turn 
mankind back to the pig sty, nor reverse the direc¬ 
tion of social advance. Only, its ethics lacks the 
vista of eternity, and the resonance of a divine 
concern in its inward vitality.f It is man’s gesture 
of heroism on the scaffold of a universe which will 
eventually write a cipher as the sum of all his 
works. 

* We return to this question in chapter XXVI. 

t See George Herbert Palmer» The Field of Ethics, final chapter* 
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NATURALISM EXAMINED 

42. Naturalism as a type of philosophy is now 
before us. Its case is undoubtedly a strong one. 
What is the strongest part of it? To my mind, it 
is the completeness of its program of explanation. 

43. The advantage which naturalism enjoyed 
in the nineteenth century in clarity and imagina¬ 
bleness and the consistency of its scientific struc¬ 
ture in all its parts,—^that advantage has van¬ 
ished. With the advent of a new outlook in 
physics, which we may date roughly from Roent¬ 
gen’s discovery of the x-rays in 1895, a discov¬ 
ery which gave us the instrument for exploring 
the sub-atomic levels of the universe, physical 
conceptions have entered upon a period for which 
‘^transition’ would be too tame a word. These 
changes, so far as they affect our world-picture, 
may be resumed roughly as follows: 

a. The simple and unchangeable atom has 
shown itself to be a minute world of much internal 
complexity, capable of composition and decom¬ 
position, and of turning on occasion into some 
other kind of atom. The discoveries of the electron 
and of radio-activity have revealed motion and 
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change in what was formerly thought eternally 
stable. 

6. The fixed difference between matter and en¬ 
ergy is no longer clear. Nothing is more obvious 
to common sense and to nineteenth-century phys¬ 
ics than that you can change the rate of motion 
of a body ad libitum without changing the mass 
of the body. In taking an inventory of the physi¬ 
cal universe, you had always two quantities to 
consider, the amount of matter, and the amount 
of motion: these were independent facts. No mat¬ 
ter could ever be created or destroyed. The same 
of energy, a function of mass, motion and posi¬ 
tion. There was a ‘conservation’ of matter, and 
another ‘conservation’ of energy. Now it appears 
that matter and radiant energy are convertible 
one into the other; and it is not inconceivable— 
or rather it is not physically impossible whether 
we can conceive it or not—that the substance of 
the physical world is being transported gradu¬ 
ally from place to place, taking wings in the form 
of radiation, and being px'ecipitated in remote re¬ 
gions as new-born atoms. By a sort of universal 
convection or Gulf-Streaming, the resources of 
the Sidereal systems are forever redistributing 
themselves with the speed of light. If there is any 
conservation, it must be of some union of matter 
and energy rather than of either alone. 

c. The law of continuity is in difficulties. There 
is hardly any principle of science of greater dig- 
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nity than this law: naiura non facit saltum. If 
a body is to get from one place to another, it must 
go through a continuous series of intermediate 
p^ces, except in dreams and fairy tales. If a re¬ 
volving fly-wheel is to increase or reduce its 
speed, it must do so by going through all inter¬ 
mediate speeds. But we are now asked (by such 
theories as Planck’s theory of quanta, and by such 
facts as the Compton effect, q. v.) to consider 
that periodic motions may be ‘granular’ or dis¬ 
continuous like the series of whole numbers, that 
electrons may jump from one orbit to another 
without at any time being anywhere between, 
that radiant energy may go off into space in a 
series of distinct darts at once wave-wise and 
lump-wise. We are not asked to picture these 
events, we are simply warned that we may be re¬ 
quired to believe them. Any a priori prejudices 
we may have in behalf of the continuity of all 
changes must be orepared to yield as gracefully 
as possible. 

d. The independence of time and space is like¬ 
wise under suspicion,—^since the publication of 
Minkowski’s memoir in 1908. Not that time is to 
be considered a form of space, nor space a form 
of time; but that space and time have to be taken 
together for purposes of measurement, and that 
how much space and how much time are occupied 
by any given event are questions which cannot be 
answered independently of one another. The the- 
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ory of relativity at present is to be regarded as 
a fundamental enquiry into the principles of 
physical measurements, rather than into the na¬ 
ture of space and time; but it has made clear that 
however distinct our ideas of space and time may 
be (can you think of time without space, or of 
space without time?) we must consider them one 
manifold for scientific purposes. And further, we 
must take them together with the events which, 
as we say, occur ‘in’ space and time: for apart 
from these events it is questionable whether space 
and time, as empty regions, would so much as 
exist. 

When Herbert Spencer made up his list of 
^‘ultimate scientific ideas” he mentioned five,— 
space, time, matter, motion, force (to which he 
added consciousness, as another sort of thing),— 
and these five he regarded as alike inconceivable, 
if we ask what they are in themselves. He also 
held it to be unbelievable that these five are com¬ 
pletely independent entities, and so proposed that 
the others are all manifestations of force, though 
how this could be he thought must remain un¬ 
knowable. Physical science seems to be entering 
by necessity the region of these ‘inscrutable’ re¬ 
lationships of ultimate ideas: and in so doing 
makes at least so much clear, that the apparent 
clarity of materialism was an illusory advantage. 
If we explain the world in terms of physical ele¬ 
ments we are no longer explaining the unknown 
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by the known, but the known by the unfamiliar 
and unpicturable, possibly even the unthinkable. 
Naturalism can no longer claim support from the 
human instinct to take the solid as the real. 

44. Now do these puzzles of contemporary 
physics require radical changes in our meta¬ 
physics.'^ 

So far as they are merely the quandaries of 
physics, not established results, it is premature to 
indulge in new metaphysical stock-taking. It is 
certainly too early to infer, as some have hastened 
to do, that these changes have made naturalism 
itself untenable. We need to remind ourselves time 
and again that science does not of itself constitute 
philosophy. However hard the physical world may 
be to understand, however disturbing to our es¬ 
tablished ways of formulating it, this difficulty 
has nothing to do with the reality of the physical 
world, nor with the ultimate question of natural¬ 
ism, whether physical nature is all there is. 

With this warning, however, we may say that 
the very existence of these puzzles has radically 
altered the question which the metaphysical Sphinx 
puts to the human mind to-day. The clear-cut 
finality of the physical object, which naturalism 
requires, is shaken. The materialistic type of nat¬ 
uralism is now excluded from the possible alterna¬ 
tives by the progress of physics itself.. 

Positivism is also excluded. The physicist can 



NATURALISM EXAMINED 93 

no longer say, ‘We are not interested in what 
space and time and energy are; we aro only in¬ 
terested in the order and connection of phenom¬ 
ena.” For the order and connection of phenomena 
depend a good deal on what space and time and 
energy are. Physics to-day once more admits meta¬ 
physics into its counseJs. 

And in regard to the nature of space and time, 
the physicist no longer says with his former as¬ 
surance, “We can settle the problems of physics 
without reference to the mind: the physical world 
can exist by itself, whether or not there are any 
minds there to observe it.” For it has become an 
integral part of the theory of relativity that ‘the 
observer’ must be taken into account before we 
can tell how much space or time or motion we are 
dealing with. This ‘observer,’ to be sure, is for the 
most part merely a recording instrument, a clock 
or a meter-stick. But if the facts depend on what 
such instruments show, and on the choice of them, 
the observing mind is brought into the reckoning. 
Thus if it is true, as Professor Bridgman says, 
that there is no geometry of pure space, but a 
geometry of meter sticks for near-by or ‘tactual’ 
space and a geometry of light waves for astro¬ 
nomical or ‘optical’ space,* then space loses its 
independent reality. And if “we must not talk 
about the age of a beam of light,” nor “allow 
ourselves to think of events taking place in Arc- 
• The Logic of Modern Physics, 67 f. 
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turus now with all the connotation attached to 
events taking place here now,”* then time ceases 
to have that objective reality which naturalism 
formerly took for granted. And if the amount 
and character of the physical universe are inde¬ 
terminate apart from the judgments of its men¬ 
tally alive observers, the world prior to the en¬ 
trance of the observing minds could only be given 
a vague, indescribable, pre-natal sort of exist¬ 
ence! 

Thus physics itself, we may justly say, has 
rendered naturalism less plausible and less self- 
confident. 

But let no one suppose that the solution of the 
major metaphysical problems depends on the set¬ 
tlement of these intricate technical questions. For¬ 
tunately the great issues of life do not require all 
of us to become mathematical physicists. The mer¬ 
its of naturalism have, for the most part, to be 
determined on other and more accessible grounds. 
Such as this: 

If I am right in thinking that the strong side 
of naturalism is the completeness of its explana¬ 
tions, it becomes vulnerable at once if at any 
point its explanations are incomplete and neces¬ 
sarily so. Is there any such point.? 


Does naturalism explain qualities? 

The world as we find it is full of color, sound, 


♦ Op. cit., 70. 
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odors, tastes, touch-qualities, and the like. Causal- ' 
ity as the eye perceives it operates between events 
full of these qualities: colored waves beat on col¬ 
ored rocks. But as scientific theory replaces crude 
observation, our understanding of the process 
changes. The color is merely our personal view of 
a certain vibration rate, and similarly with the 
sounds and other qualities which appeal to sense. 
In itself, the reality of nature is not colored, be¬ 
cause it is the basis of color. Perhaps it is not 
even tangible, nor imaginable. The question, 
What does a proton look like, or feel like, has no 
answer. Diagrams of the atoms are confessedly 
mere symbols for possible spatial relationships. 
The thought of nature passes from the imaginable 
to the merely calculable. It is the totality of 
terms which are to be introduced into certain dif¬ 
ferential equations. It abandons qualities in order 
to explain qualities; and so, in itself, it approaches 
a pure quantity. 

But the qualities are there; and if they ^re 
omitted from the idea of nature, can they really 
be explained 

Naturalism answers, the quality is the effect of 
a certain vibratory disturbance upon the nerves 
and brain of the organism. But the nerves and 
brain are themselves physical objects, and hence 
composed of the same ingredients as other physi¬ 
cal bodies. If there is no color in the wave, neither 
is there any color in the eye or brain. 
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Quality cannot be denied to exist, and yet it 
seems to be strangely extruded from the natural¬ 
istic picture as a subjective superfluity which na¬ 
ture could very well get along without.* 

46. Does naturalism explain the mind.? 

If the brain has no quality, the brain is cer¬ 
tainly not the mind. A motion in the brain may 
accompany the thinking process, but it is evident 
on consideration that a motion is one thing and a 
thought is something quite different. It is impor¬ 
tant to be clear on this point, for in common speech 
we often interchange the ‘brain’ and the ‘mind.’ 

If materialism says, as Hobbes held, that a 
sensation is nothing but a form of motion, and 
a thought is nothing but a chain of dying sensa¬ 
tions, hence a sequence of motions, the only pos¬ 
sible answer is that the proposition is nonsense. 
When two objects are identical, you can substi¬ 
tute one for the other in every statement. But 
try to substitute for the mental proposition, “I 
hate you,” the physical proposition, “There is in 
my nervous system and viscera a physico-chemi¬ 
cal disturbance of a certain pattern. . . The 
microscopic inspection of a brain process, how¬ 
ever perfect, would simply fail to discover any 
suggestion of what we mean by thought or feel¬ 
ing. We must hold to the clear insight of Des- 

*TIiis appalling and incredible loss of all quality from the con¬ 
ception of nature, which Fechner called the “night-view*’ of the 
world, neo-realism tries to correct within the bounds of naturalism. 
See chapter xxix. 
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cartes on this point: the essence of the mind is 
thinking, and thinking is not an event in space. 

The only ground for materialism that is even 
worth considering is that the mind, though dif¬ 
ferent from the body, is a product of the body, 
or an inseparable cLccompaniment of the body. If 
we say, with the French physician, Cabanis 
(1757—1808), that ^^ the brain secret es thought as 
the liver secretes bile,” we are obliged to take the 
word “secrete” in a Pickwickian sense: it is a 
secretion which has no chemical character. But it 
may be that when the brain acts in a certain way, 
thought takes place^ as an effect in its own world. 

This is Buchner’s position,—^not that the l)rain 
and its operations are the mind, but that they are 
the producers of the mind: “that the brain is the 
organ of thought, and that these two, brain and 
thought, stand in such an immediate and neces¬ 
sary connection that neither can exist without the 
other”- (Chapter on Brain and Soul). 

But this position evidently raises the question, 
How is it that, while everywhere else in nature 
motion produces motion and nothing else, here in 
the brain motion produces sensation and thought? 

Does naturalism really explain the mind, or 
does its explanation run a circuit which completes 
itself by cutting the mind out, just as it excluded 
the qualities which the mind perceives? 


47. To make clear this contrast between the 
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mind and the brain (or any other physical ob¬ 
ject), let us note certain specific points of dif¬ 
ference. 

а. The mind observes itself; the brai n does not. 
This was the point of Pascal’s observation of the 
greatness and littleness of the human being. As 
compared with the mountain, the man is minute; 
the mountain may crush him. But the man (in 
so far as he is a mind) has this point of superi¬ 
ority, that he knows he is being crushed, whereas 
the mountain does not know of its own superior¬ 
ity. As knower of the infinity of the universe of 
nature, man is the greater thing. 

б. The brain is in spa^; the mind is not. If 
this is not at once obvious, experiment with a few 
questions which imply that the mind is in space, 
such as these: 

Where is it? Is it in the head.^ Is it out in 
front What are its size and its shape Is it 
harder to think of a long distance than of a short 
distance.? Is it a longer thought.? Is the thought 
of a cube a cubic thought.? Are the several 
thoughts in the same mind at any one time above 
or below one another? Can they become crowded? 
Can the capacity of the mind become exhausted, 
so that no more ideas can be inserted? Does a 
great thought require more head-room than a 
petty one? No doubt the thought of an object 
is in some fashion with the object, and while, as 
an activity of thinking, it is quite different from 
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the object, as comprehending or being with the 
object it is affected by the qualities of the object. 
Hence the thought of the universe, or of all of 
space, while not a spacious thought, does imply 
by the instantaneous flash of understanding which 
grasps what is intended a certain infinitude in 
the reach of the mind. But in whatever sense the 
mind is related to space when space is thought of, 
it includes the whole of space in its view, and is 
therefore not ‘in’ space. In this sense, also, it is 
obviously far from being identical ^ith the brain, 
which is one of the objects in space which we can 
think abouty not think with. 

c. The biuunLis-.iii .the present only : the mind 
is extended in time to the past and the future. 

When you try to explain memory by traces in 
the brain left by past experiences, you must con¬ 
sider that those traces are present traces. When 
they are aroused, you have an image of the past 
event. How does it differ from present impres¬ 
sions.?^ It is fainter. Yes: but faintness is not past¬ 
ness. For the brain, the past is gone. Nothing can 
locate an image in the past except a mind which 
holds the past before it. And so with the future. 

^ d. The brain ^ jgt of facts: t he mind is a 
set of facts and their meanings. 

A fact has a meaning when it stands for some¬ 
thing else, as a vertical cross for addition. A fact 
means whatever it points to or leads to beyond 
itself. A news-stand means a chance for a paper; 
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a red sunset means a fine day to follow (?) ; a 
certain whistle means to the pilot passing to star¬ 
board; a certain track means to the hunter the 
recent neighborhood of his game. To Sherlock 
Holmes, every minute fact means something; in¬ 
telligence might be measured by the amount of 
meaning facts have for the mind. 

In the brain there are facts, but no meanings. 
What is a meaning for the mind is a connection 
for the brain: the five-o’clock whistle is connected 
(or ‘associate^!’) with the muscular activities of 
quitting work. But a connection is not a mean¬ 
ing. The physical fact, to itself, is meaningless. 
To the mind, nothing is meaningless. 

e. Among these meanings are the qualities we 
were speaking of (§45), and in particular plea¬ 
sure and pain. 

We avoid the fire because fire means the pain 
of getting burned; we seek the mountains or the 
sea in summer because they mean certain types 
of pleasure. The brain per se can not enjoy nor 
suffer. The mind cannot escape joy and suffer¬ 
ing: no experience is completely neutral. The 
mind is occupied with values. The brain is a sys¬ 
tem of facts. 

In particular, the mind is occupied with moral 
values j judgments of right and wrong. It is there, 
perhaps, that we feel the difference between brain 
and mind most sharply. On its physical side what 
we call a crime may be a very simple operation, 
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such as pulling a trigger. And if pulling that 
trigger is a mechanically necessary result of he¬ 
redity and environment, the word crime and the 
meaning of moral reproach it carries are out of 
place. If we could regard the world simply as a 
fact, we should not so much as prefer virtue and 
its results to vice and it> results. The Universal 
Robots could lose a hand or a limb without pain: 
they could be junked without crime. Or if we 
could retain our preferences for some results 
rather than others, we might still regard the 
criminal as a disordered machine, and call the doc¬ 
tor rather than the judge. 

Thus, a recent book on criminology has to say 
that ^‘most crimes come about through disturb¬ 
ances of the ductless glands in the criminal or 
through mental defects caused by endocrine trou¬ 
bles in tlie criminal’s mother.”* Like the rest of 
us, on this thcor 3 ^, the criminal is devoid of free 
will; but he suffers from a ‘^criminal imperative” 
which sliould relieve him from the moral reproba¬ 
tion we continue to feel toward each other, natu¬ 
ralists apparently sharing this feeling with the 
rest of mankind. In the case of the criminal, glan¬ 
dular medication should replace moral criticism 
and punishment. 

But—^not doubting that the mentally diseased 
criminal must have medical care—it is impossible 
for the sound human being to be morally neu- 
* The New Criminology, M. G. Schlapp and E. H. Smith. 
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tral, just as it is impossible for him to ignore his 
sense of pleasure and pain. The brain is indif¬ 
ferent to right and wrong. To the mind, this is 
the most important of distinctions. 

These differences between the mind and that 
physical object we call the brain and nervous 
system, or the entire organism and its behavior, 
suggest at every point that the mind is some¬ 
thing not only different from the body, but more 
than the body. They emphasize the query whether 
naturalism can explain the mind as a product of 
nature, the greater by the less.* 

48. Does naturalism explain truth 

According to naturalism, a thought is an effect 
of some preceding cause. Change the cause and you 
change the thought. A man’s philosophy would 
then be the result of the causes that act upon him, 
including his own inherited temperament. Hindu 
mysticism might be due to the enervating effect of 
a hot climate; Schopenhauer’s pessimism to a dis¬ 
ordered liver. 

But in this case, of what temperamental bias 
or atmospheric influence is naturalism the effect.? 
What change of diet will turn the naturalist into 
a mystic? If philosophy is the result of such 
causes, what is to guarantee its truth? If natural- 


* For a development of this discussion of the peculiarities of the 
mind which make it irreducible to a function of the body, see my 
book. The Self, Its Body and Freedom, 28-49. 
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ism explains our thoughts in this cause-and-effect 
manner, does it not undermine its own cas^? 

In a review of Robinson’s Mind in the Making, 
Mr. H. G. Wells has this to say: 


do not know who it was who first said that the 
human mind being a pi oduct of the struggle for 
existence was essentially a food-seeking system, and 
no more essentially a truth-finding apparatus than 
the snout of a pig. I believe it must have been Ar¬ 
thur Balfour, twenty-five or thirty years ago. 
(Slander!) 

‘Tt is upon the lines of this suggestion, it is upon 
a profound scepticism of the truth-testing instru¬ 
ment, that the new school of thought is going. Our 
minds, the most fundamental of our presupposi¬ 
tions, are as much a response to immediate neces¬ 
sities and as much the outcome of a process of trial, 
error, and adaptation as our bodies; they are as 
little to be relied on in new situations as our animal 
instincts. . . .” 

Mr. Wells’s inference from the naturalistic the¬ 
ory of mentality is quite legitimate. But this con¬ 
sequence is at variance with what we mean by 
truth. Truth does not vary with the climate; nor 
does our apprehension of it vary (consistently) 
with these variable causes. The multiplication 
table, the principles of logic, work in the same way 
for us at the equator and at the poles; what is 
true in physics and chemistry holds true for us 
whatever our state of health or temperament. 
Naturalism fails to account for the mind as a 
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knower of truth. Reason is not a part of the chain 
of causes and effects. 

Naturalistic psychology can give causal ex¬ 
planation of our errors: it is at home there. It 
cannot explain our reasonable deeds and thoughts. 

‘‘Let a reasonable being make a mistake in his 
thinking, and his mistake immediately becomes a 
phenomenon for psychology. If I add two and two 
and get four, the result has nothing to do with the 
climate, the state of my nerves, or my personal 
idiosyncracies. It is no function of any event in 
heaven or earth. But if I should get live, an enquiry 
into these conditions would at once become relevant. 
There is no reason for going wrong; there is no 
cause for going right. Hence psychology is pecu¬ 
liarly interested in errors and illusions. It might al¬ 
most be called the science of human fallibility.”* 

If we were completely causal beings, why 
should we feel it so much a matter of pride to be 
treated as rational And why should we experi¬ 
ence such deep resentment at being ‘managed’.? 
Psychology, we were saying, can be applied to 
every situation in w^hich human beings can be 
managed: but in what situations can this take 
place.? 

It is applied, for example, to advertising. But 
let me discover that the advertiser on the advice 
of the psychologist has artfully designed his pic¬ 
ture of the family group assembled around the 
, evening table for the sake of playing on my do- 


* Hocking^ Man and the State, 202. 
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mestic instincts and inducing me to buy his lamp¬ 
shades, and my heart is at once hardened. When I 
find out that I am being managed, the causal se¬ 
ries fails to work. Let me learn the trick of the 
dramatic play on my emotions, and I cease to be 
moved. But what kind of a science is that which 
ceases to be true when it s laws are found out! It 
certainly does not work to treat tlie human being 
as if he were a thing of cause and effect, unless 
you can keep it from him as a dark secret that 
you arc doing so. There must then be something 
false in the assumptions of the causal psychol¬ 
ogy. The human being is something more than a 
creature of cause and effect. 

49. There are some features of the world which 
naturalism does not profess to explain: it regards 
them as inexplicable,—^we must simply take them 
as given matters of fact. 

If you explain an event by a law, that leaves 
the law unexplained. I see a steel rail buckled in 
the sun; and this is explained to me by the law 
that heat expands metals. But why does heat ex¬ 
pand metals? This is explained by reference to a 
more general law of the collision of particles in 
motion. This law may in turn be explained by a 
wider law: but the last law in the series, while it 
explains all the otliers, is left unexplained. 

Further, naturalism accepts the ingredients of 
the world, their quantity and proportion, and 
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their arrangement, as given facts. They are here, 
and that is the end of it. We explain their re¬ 
arrangements ; we do not attempt to explain their 
presence. 

If we suggest that leaving these things unex¬ 
plained casts a shadow on the completeness of the 
naturalistic philosophy, we are told that no one 
can do any better. In every philosophy, what ex¬ 
ists must be taken as given. Our knowledge can¬ 
not penetrate into the secrets of absolute creation. 

But before we accept this closing of the door to 
understanding, we have a further question to put. 
In the naturalistic view, ‘‘efficient causes” have 
driven out “final causes,’^ that is, to explain a 
thing by causal law excludes its explanation by 
purpose. Is this true.? Can the two types of ex¬ 
planation exist together? This deserves a separate 
enquiry. 
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THE NEWER TELEOLOGY 

50. Causality and Purpose. In ordinary lan¬ 
guage, we speak of the cause of an event as some 
other event (or grout) of events) which imme¬ 
diately preceded the given event and, as we sup¬ 
pose, required it to be. Causes precede and, as it 
were, push their effects into being. The blows of 
a maul upon a wedge drive the wedge into the 
wood, and heat the wedge. There is no question 
in our minds which is cause and which the ef¬ 
fects. Causality we might roughly describe as the 
determining of events from behind in time. Pur¬ 
pose on the contrary is the determining of events 
from ahead in time. One who has a purpose sees 
ahead to a future state of things which he wishes 
to bring about, and works toward it. It is this 
picture of future and as yet non-existent things 
which animates his present action. It would not 
be wholly astray if we should say that causality 
works from the past into the present, and pur¬ 
pose from the future into the present; though evi¬ 
dently the event which is purposed as well as the 
event which is caused is moving in the direction 
of all temporal events from the present toward the 
future. All physical events, we believe, lie in some 
causal series. All mental events, we believe, lie in 
some purposive sequence; for there is no mind, so 
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far as we know, which is devoid of preference or 
choice and the disposition to act for what it 
chooses. Now our question is, Are these two types 
of process mutually exclusive? If we have a world 
in which everything is in causal order, must we 
dismiss the notion that there is purpose in it? 

In the case of a machine, no one doubts that it 
operates by mechanical causes. It is not the driver 
of an automobile who makes the car go. On the 
other hand, the assembling of the machine in the 
first place, and its guidance seem determined by 
the end in view, the purpose, Aristotle’s ‘final 
cause.’ But the driver himself is in part a mechan¬ 
ism; and naturalism says altogether so. In any 
case his purpose is a fact which cannot be abol¬ 
ished. He pictures himself, at a future moment, 
in some particular place; and that object, which 
seems to him to govern his actions, coexists with 
the mechanism of his body. It may be a good 
maxim for the scientific mind not to fall back on 
final causes when it is studying nature: but it is 
clearly a mistake to suppose that all purpose must 
be excluded. For there it is—a fact of experience. 
And it has found some way of living together 
with the causes. 

51. Let us examine more carefully the working 
of causes and purposes. 

Causal action cannot be observed. We observe 
only the sequence of events. The sun rises and the 
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air becomes warm; we note the sequence, but we do 
not observe the sun’s rays causing the warmth. 
The axe falls and the wood falls apart: we do not 
seethe force of tlie wedge splitting tlie wood. The 
moving picture, or the stage blow, gives us an 
equally convincing spectacle of causality though 
there is no force at work in either case. Causation 
cannot be perceived. This is Hume’s proposition. 
(Rand, 313-326.) 

Why, then, are we so sure about causal laws.? 
We believe that all events have a cause; and this 
belief leads us to try to fit events together. There 
must be some cause, we believe, for the gradual 
warming of the day; and as the sun is changing 
its position somewhat in proportion to the change 
of heat, we easily make the connection. 

But what is the source of that belief that every 
event must have a cause.? 

Hume thought it a result of mental habit. When 
we observe often and without exception that event 
B follows event A, we expect every A to be followed 
by a B. Repeated confirmation of such expecta¬ 
tions in a great variety of instances of sequence 
induces the generalized belief that for every event 
a cause can be found. The real force of the be¬ 
lief in causality lies in the strength of our ex¬ 
pectation. If Hume is right, it is only probable, 
not certain, that every event has a cause. There 
is no way to prove it. 

Without attempting to pass judgment on 
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Hume’s argument, we must give him credit for 
having called attention (of Kant among others) 
to the great difficulty of vindicating even what 
used to be called the ‘causal axiom,’—^that every 
event must have a cause, and a sufficient cause. 
Causality is imputed to the world-order, rather 
than seen in it. 

Now the perception of purposes is in very 
much the same case. We do not see purposes: we 
impute them. Here is a train at the station, and 
here a man running toward it and boarding it. 
We seem to have seen the man running for the 
train; but we have seen only the sequence of 
events,—^the purpose is inserted by our conjecture. 

We read purposes (or motives) into human 
conduct at a well-known risk: the ‘impilting of 
motives’ is notoriously liable to error. The risk 
is greater when we impute motives to animals. If 
we venture beyond the animal realm into the 
world at large, we take still greater risks. 

Yet, as we can neither prove that every event 
has a cause nor disprove it, so we can neither 
prove nor disprove that every event has a pur¬ 
pose. The failure to find a cause does not dis¬ 
prove its existence: no more does the failure to 
find a purpose disprove its existence. 

It is logically possible that every event has 
both a cause and a purpose or meaning. 

52. And it is also logically possible that those 
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features of the world which causality leaves un¬ 
explained, such as the highest natural law, the 
amount, proportion, distribution of the matter 
and motion of the world, have a meaning and thus 
a possible purpose. 

Purpose may be appealed to to explain quan¬ 
tities. Thus, the bow of William the Conqueror: 
Why is it just so large? There is no mechanical 
answer, but purpose explains it at once. It must 
be stout enough to defy all other arms: it must be 
not so stout as to defy his own. The quantities of 
the world may have a meaning. 

53. Note that we are only talking about logi¬ 
cal possibilities. All we say, so far, is that even 
if we could explain every event by its causes, 
there would still be room for explaining the same 
events by their purposes. But we should not be 
justified in asserting such purposes unless we had 
some positive ground for doing so. 

When have we such ground? Evidently, in the 
first place, the result must have so7ne assignable 
value. Thje waves wash the sand up and wash it 
out again; our ideas of purpose find here noth¬ 
ing to light on. The production of an oak-tree or 
of the vertebrate animals or of man or of a sun¬ 
set, however, seems to have some worth, and our 
thoughts pause to enquire whether that value 
could have been intended. But, in the second place, 
there must be some evidence that the process 
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tends to preserve what it has produced. And there 
is no evidence that anything tends to retain the 
sunset. Organic bodies are in a different case: 
they are produced, and preserved by the proc¬ 
esses of nature. But even yet, we would hardly 
have enough ground to assert purpose unless we 
could see that the means by which the result was 
brought about were somehow selected from many 
other possible sets of causes, and not merely ran¬ 
dom combinations of events. 

Is there any evidence of this sort that nature, 
or any of the features of nature, may be regarded 
as results of purpose, at the same time that they 
are results of causality.^ 

64j. Now the several steps of ‘‘emergent evo¬ 
lution”—^taking the step from inorganic to or¬ 
ganic forms, then from the non-mental to the 
mental, then from the sub-rational to the rational 
as the chief of such events—seem to our judgment 
to have brought forth something of value, and 
also to have preserved what has been brought 
forth, at least to the present time. But is there 
any evidence of the selection of means? 

The naturalistic believer in emergence relies on 
causality alone; and in doing so he makes use of 
an unavowed assumption, namely, that changes of 
form being implied in the constant motion of the 
ingredients of the world, given sufficient time all 
possible forms must be arrived at, all possible ar¬ 
rangements of the ultimate units of the world, sc 
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that eventually organisms were bound to happen. 
Let us examine this very common and plausible 
assumption. 

Create an imaginary universe. Let it consist 
of four particles set at the four corners of an ex¬ 
act square; and endowed witli gravitative attrac¬ 
tion for each other, and with perfect elasticity. 
The history of this universe can be precisely fore¬ 
told through all eternity. The four particles will 
first move toward each other along the diagonals 
of the square. They will click together at the same 
instant, and being elastic will return to the exact 
point of departure (supposing we gave them no 
initial velocity) ; they will then repeat the cycle 
and continue without variation forever. 

Now create another universe like the former, 
with a single difference. Let one particle be 
slightly off the corner of the square. Can you now 
predict the history.? They will move toward one 
another as before; but they will not click at the 
same instant. The rebound will be irregular, and 
none of them will arrive precisely at the point of 
departure. The subsequent journeys will show 
an increase of irregularity for a time depending 
on the degree of the original malformation. But 
one thing we may say w’^ith entire certainty: at no 
time will the four particles of this second universe 
form a perfect square. 

And since the particles of our first universe are 
never in any other relation than that of a perfect 
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square, we may say with equal certainty that 
throughout eternity the particles of the two uni¬ 
verses never fall into the same figure. In general, 
an original symmetry will always give symmetri¬ 
cal configurations; and an original asymmetry 
will always beget asymmetry. 

It is evidently false then to assume that any 
given universe must run through all the possible 
configurations of its particles if we give it time 
enough. And if this is true of the picayune uni¬ 
verses we have been experimenting with; how 
much more is it the case of the actual universe, 
that its entire history is a unique series of con¬ 
figurations, from which an infinitude of possible 
configurations of those same particles are forever 
excluded as unrealized. The common belief that in 
infinite time the stuff of the world must arrange 
itself in every possible way, therefore in this pres¬ 
ent way, is one of the few errors of which we may 
conservatively say that it is infinitely wide of the 
mark! 

We may then assert that the assumption on 
which the naturalistic emergentist relies is un¬ 
founded: form has no inherent tendency to rise. 
If it does rise, it is as if the series of shapes which 
constitute the causal history of the universe were 
selected from an infinite number of possible other 
shapes. And the grounds required for applying 
the idea of purpose are present. Emergent evo¬ 
lution is as if it were the result of intention. 
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55. This is a generalized form of what Profes¬ 
sor Henderson undertakes to show in a highly 
concrete manner in his book. The Fitness of the 
Environment. The result in which he is inter¬ 
ested is the production of organisms. They are re¬ 
sults worth producing. But it is easy to imagine 
universes with slightly different proportions of 
these same materials- -let us say a little more ni¬ 
trogen and a little less carbon or oxygen—which 
would have rendered not only such organisms as 
we know but any organisms at all impossible.* Of 
all the possible universes (with ingredients like 
these) the present one is nearly the fittest for the 
production of organisms. It is thus reasonable to 
call it biocentric. There is thus a principle of 
teleology in the structure of the universe—or a 
possible principle of this sort—^w^hich the criti¬ 
cism of the teleological argument cannot exclude. 

Professor Henderson avoids the word purpose; 
he leaves the nature of the end-reaching tendency 
for metaphysics to decide. He does not allow that 
this tendency ever interferes with the perfect 
mechanism of nature. It does all its work ‘‘at the 
very origin of things, just before mechanism be¬ 
gins to act” (p. 308). Whether in the course of 
evolution life arose from dead matter, Henderson 

* At this point, note a logical weakness in Henderson’s argument 
which the argument of §54 avoids. The change in the proportions of 
ingredients would render organisms impossible only if the lawjt of 
physics and biology remain constant. But why, if we are altering 
the universe, not consider the laws as altered also? And so altered 
that organisms could flourish ? 
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does not try to decide; but if it did, “that is surely 
the crowning and most wonderful instance of 
teleology in the whole universe.” 

To take the argument at its minimum showing, 
it is possible that there is in the world something 
more than nature,—^namely, a purpose which the 
configuration of this nature of ours obeys. With 
this possibility the force of naturalism is broken. 
This possibility of itself gives us no more posi¬ 
tive result. We seek therefore another type of 
philosophy which may provide grounds for de¬ 
cision. 
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READING FOR AN ESSAY ON NATURALISM 

Haeckel, Ernst. Riddle of the Universe. Chapters 1, 6, 10, 11, 12, 
15. Or 

Spencer, Herbert. First Principles, Part II (Rand 703-732). Sketch¬ 
ing the argument, with especial attention to chapters i, iv-vi, 
viii, X, xii, xiv-xvii, xix, xxii-xxiv. 

And in addition one of the following: 

On the ethical aspect of Naturalism 

Spencer, Data of Ethics, chs. i-iv. xi, xii, xiv. 

Huxley, T. H. Lay Sermons, xiv (On Descartes); Evolution and 
Ethics; Life and Letters, I, 241-241. 

Nietzsche, Beyond Good and Evil, .sections on The Religious Mood, 
Natural History of Morals, Our Virtues. 

On the religious aspect of Naturalism 

Romanes, G. J. Examination of Theism. 1878. 

Mill, J. S. Auguste Comte and Positivism, Part ii. 

Spencer, II. First Principles, Part I. 

Russell, R- A Free Man's Worship. 

Huxley, Julian. Religion Without Revelation. 

Poetical expressions of Naturalism 
Lucretius. De rcrum natura. (Bakewell, 305-316.) 

Santayana. Three Philosophical Poets, Lucretius. 

Fitzgerald. Rubaiyat of Omar Khayyam. 




PART II 

THEORIES OF KNOWLEDGE 




Chapter VIII 

DISTRUST OP REASON—SCEPTICISM 

56. Having considered one type of world-view, 
naturalism, against the background of another, 
primitive spiritualism, we have gained some ex¬ 
perience of the difficulty of reaching certainty in 
metaphysics. 

Naturalism, as a rule, has been an expression 
of great confidence in human reason. Its case has 
often been presented as a case of reason against 
faith. Yet anything like a strict proof of its case 
has not been forthcoming: it is extraordinarily 
difficult to prove that something—whether black 
swans or supernature—does not exist. And nat¬ 
uralism has led by its own logic, strangely 
enough, to a doubt about the capacity of reason 
in metaphysics: if reasoning is causedj it has no 
guarantee of working true. 

We are therefore ready for a review of the 
question. What we human beings are fitted to 
know, and Whether there are limits definite or in¬ 
definite to the successful use of reason. The his¬ 
tory of philosophy includes in its records many 
outspoken critics of the philosophic enterprise 
(for a clear-headed critic of philosophy must be 
a philosopher).* There are the sceptics, who 

* As Pascal put it, “Se nioquer de la philosophic, e’est vraiment 
philosopher/’ Pens6^ XXV, 57. 
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doubt the validity of reason everywhere, the ag- 
nostics_ who doubt its validity in the special field 
of metaphysics, and a series of ‘ ^anti-intellectual - 
ists” who claim that we can indeed reach meta¬ 
physical truth, but by some organ other than, 
the intellect or logical reason. Such anti-intel- 
lectualists are the pragmatists and the intuition- 
ists. We shall consider in turn each of these “ways 
of knowing,” giving especial attention to the two 
last named. We must begin with a glance at our 
natural confidence in reason. 

57. Naive Rationalism. Men naturally trust 
their reasoning power. Or rather, they do not nat¬ 
urally distrust it. We reason, as we breathe, with¬ 
out being aware that we are doing it, and hence« 
without calling into question our power to do it 
successfully. Our attention is given not to the act 
of thinking, but to the object thought about: it 
hardly occurs to us that we are using a special 
tool or instrument which may fail or mislead us. 
It is a part of our animal self-confidence that we \ 
can think successfully, and so get a true philoso-? 
phy. In this sense, we are born rationalists. < 

Np doubt, ever since man became ^ re asoning 
being, that is, ever since he became human, he has 
been aware that knowledge of the hidden and re¬ 
mote powers is difficult,—^the world has its ‘se¬ 
crets’ : furthermore, some men appear better 
qualified for solving the deeper riddles than oth- 
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e£S. Hence the primitive philosophy, in religious 
form, was handed down from the skilled knowers 
to the unskilled masses authoritatively; philoso- 
phy was a privileged knowledge, a ‘‘revelation” 
which could be taken as true, and ought to be so 
taken, without the critical checking-up of individ¬ 
ual judgment. Thus the majority got their phi¬ 
losophy, if not entirely without thinking, yet with¬ 
out other thinking than that required to under¬ 
stand more or less vaguely what they were told. 
This way of getting a philosophy had one advan¬ 
tage ; it enabled whole tribes, perhaps nations, to 
believe together, and so to act on a common faith. 

But vigorous brain-power can never have been 
a complete monopoly of the official priesthood. 
Although we cannot say that in mentality all 
men are created equal, still, as Hobbes shrewdly 
remarks, there is one sign of approximate equal¬ 
ity, that “each is content with his share!” Any 
lively society, with a spark of science in it, will 
beget its independent thinkers who will work out 
a world-view for themselves which may or may not 
coincide with the traditional view. When this hap¬ 
pens, the day of undisputed authority, and also of 
philosophic agreement, is past. In addition to the 
generally received creed, we have here and there “a 
philosophy,” i. e., some notable thinker’s special 
creation, identified with his name, and bringing 
together as many minds as he can persuade to 
think like himself. 
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We are not to think of these early philosophies 
as made by lone thinkers of great personal dar¬ 
ing, in hostility to prevailing religious ideas. Very 
likely many of them arose in groups of alert- 
minded friends, who worked out their views to¬ 
gether, in conversation; their aim being not so 
much to dissent from tradition as to get a literal 
grasp of its vaguely poetic or symbolic language. 
The early philosophers of Greece were prominent 
members of groups or ‘schools’ of active heads, 
much occupied with the scientific and political in¬ 
terests of their day. One of the most interesting 
of them, Pythagoras (sixth century B. C.), was 
at once a mathematician, a philosopher, and 
founder of a fraternity aiming at the moral ref¬ 
ormation of society. It is no accident that the 
same age which brought forth the first democra¬ 
cies, showing in politics its confidence in the gen¬ 
eral ability of the human crowd to thinks also 
brought forth the first secular philosophies of the 
western world. 

Naturalism is one of the early results of this 
independent thinking: and throughout the history 
of human thought it has usually been, as the most 
thoroughly anti-theological type of philosophy, 
the product of an unusually sturdy confidence in 
human reason. The word “rationalist” was once 
equivalent, in English usage, to the “free-thinker” 
who had renounced his faith in the supernatural. 
Thomas Paine’s “Age of Reason” is an American 
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echo of the spirit of the French ‘‘Enlightenment” 
which, in giving birth to the Revolution, found 
it fitting to crown Reason as its goddess. Prob¬ 
ably no subsequent age has been so confident oi 
the sufficiency of reason to solve the riddles of the 
universe. 

If, then, naturalism leads, as we saw, to the 
logical consequence that reason is a defective in¬ 
strument for getting philosophic truth, this result 
is somewhat of a blow to the temper in which natu¬ 
ralism itself was begotten. Nevertheless, there are 
many considerations independent of naturalism 
which conspire to this same conclusion—distrust 
of the power of reason; some of them have led 
thoughtful men to scepticism ever since serious 
philosophic effort began. 

58. AfisologT/: Sophistry, One of these consid¬ 
erations is the simple fact of philosophical dis¬ 
agreement. If the results of independent reasoning 
are out of accord with tradition, they are also 
very quickly out of accord with each other, and 
we have a succession of differing “schools” of phi¬ 
losophy. Each philosopher, with a sense of final 
discovery, adds a new opinion to the now long 
list of world-views; and the history of philosophy 
may well appear as a gallery of ambitious failures. 
These individual philosophies do not appear to 
fuse into a growing body of established truth, as 
do the results of science; and the suspicion lies 
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near that the philosophic undertaking is somehow 
less natural than the scientific,—may be beyond 
the natural scope of human reason. 

The more anemic and easily discouraged minds 
have been inclined, from ancient days, to counsel 
retreat; to fall back upon the authority of divine 
revelation, which, they say, is alone capable of 
giving unity and peace;* or else, to give up the 
effort of possessing beliefs and take one’s mental 
and moral ease in superficial living. They become 
the “misologists” or malcontents of reason de¬ 
scribed by Socrates in the Phaedo. Socrates speaks 
as one who has gone through this trouble himself, 
and simply admonishes his friends not to indulge 
in a peevish blaming of Reason,’ when the pi’oper 
object of blame is the reasoner^ i. e., our own stu¬ 
pidity. Socrates probably had in mind the Soph¬ 
ists of his time, the professional teachers of the 
art of rhetoric and debate, some of whom, assum¬ 
ing that truth is out of reach, counselled their 
students, as the best equipment for success in 
public life, to be ready to take any side of an 
argument. This breed is not yet entirely extinct. 

69. Scepticism, Others, of a greater mental 
, vigor, seeing reason caught in difficulties, try to 
I find a reason for those difficulties, thus bringing 

^ * For a modern, developed, and highly responsible form of this 

conclusion, see Pascal (Pensces, 1670), Ltmennais (Essai sur Tin- 
difference en mati^re de religion, 1878), and Cardinal Newman 
(Grammar of Assent, 1870). ^ also A1 Ghazzali, Moslem mystic, 
“The Collapse of the Philosophers.’* 
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Reason to the cliagfiiosis of its own ^iispaspj They 
may reach something like a reasoned proof that 
reason is incompetent, as one may prove in me¬ 
chanics that perpetual motion is impossible, or 
in mathematics that the circle cannot be squared. 
They then become, in the technical sense, ‘‘scep¬ 
tics,” like the Greek Gorgias and Pyrrho of Elis, 
or like David Hume.* 

The Greek sceptics had before them a pecu¬ 
liarly interesting case of the opposition of philo¬ 
sophical results. Their predecessors had agreed 
t hat the senses are deceitful, and th at reason is 
gi ven us to correct their false reports. But as t o 
what our senses tell us, and our reason, they gave 
opposite opinions. One school, the Eleatics, had 
contended that the senses sliow us things as per- * 
petually changing and passing away, whereas / 
reason discovers that reality is permanent and 
unchanging. Another school, that of Heracleitus, 
had taught that the s ense s show us things as sta¬ 
ble, whereas reason, looking deeper, discerns that 
“all things flow.” Under these circumstances, ar¬ 
gued the sceptics, how can we trust either sense 
or reason.^ The trouble seemed to be that our 
ideas fit the facts of experience so loosely that 
opposite judgments may be made with equal justi¬ 
fication. Zeno, of Elea, had made himself notorious 


* the Platonic Dialogue Gorgias (Bakewell, p. 67), Diogenes 
Laertius, Lives, ix, 61, David Hume, .Inquiry concerning Human 
Understanding, sec. xii (Rand, 34^), Treatise on Human Nature, 
Bk. I, ch. iv. 
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by propounding his paradoxes (Achilles and the 
Tortoise, the Moving Arrow, etc.*) in order to 
show that our ideas of number, rest and motion 
could not be strictly applied without entangling 
us in contradictions. Gorgias and Pyrrho carried 
this same logic out into all the work of reason, 
and concluded that it is not the part of wisdom 
to hold any conviction firmly, but rather to main¬ 
tain an easy reserve toward every belief, and keep 
the mind serenely free—from fanaticism, of course, 
but also from those commitments which attend all 
clear decision in belief. 

This counsel, if one could carry it out, would 
lead to an ideal poise, indifference, and practical 
uselessness such as no living man has ever at¬ 
tained. But if one could be sceptical enough to be 
moderate also about his scepticism (as Pyrrho 
proposed) this attitude might lend an easy ur¬ 
banity to the manners, and a supple opportunism 
to the character, which would allow a man to float 
genially with a noble superiority to all earnest 
purpose in a society whose hard work was done by 
others. The most attractive examples of this type 
are to be found in men of the world who, havipg 

* (1) If the tortoise is ahead of Achilles, Achilles can never catch 
it. For when Achilles reaches the place where the tortoise was, the 
tortoise is at some distance farther on; when Achilles reaches this 
farther point, the tortoise has gone still farther. And so on, ad in¬ 
finitum. (2) The arrow must move either where it is or wJiere it is 
pot. But it cannot move where it is not. Nor yet can it move where 
it is; for to be where it is is not to move. Hence it cannot move at 
all. There are eight of these paradoxes, some of which appear to us 
as verbal subtleties; nevertheless, easier to dismiss than to analyze. 
A good summary of them in Enc. Brit., 13th ed., art. Zeno of 
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reached that philosophy which consists in a con¬ 
tempt of philosophy, a graceful and sophisticated 
aloofness of mind, cherish the sentiment of Mon¬ 
taigne, ‘‘How kindly and healthful a cushion are 
ignorance and incuriousness for a well-conducted 
head.” 

60. In so far as scepticism results from un¬ 
usually keen mental criticism, it is of the utmost 
use in philosophy. Our mental workshop must be 
able to stand the severest inspection, especially 
inspection by reason itself. The sceptic may be 
the most idle of thinkers; but he may also be the 
most earnest,—being sceptical because he desires 
to entrust his life to nothing short of a completely 
certain foundation. 

Thus the good faith of philosophy is shown in 
its welcoming the sincere sceptic, including him 
among the philosophers, and attempting by his 
aid to reach a just estimate of the powers of rea¬ 
son. The development of philosophy is largely due 
to this scrupulous consideration of every legiti¬ 
mate doubt. Socrates himself was not less cautious 
than the keenest Sophist; he was aware of his 
own ignorance; he was puzzled by the saying of 
the Delphic oracle that “No man in Athens was 
wiser than he”; his solution of this puzzle was his 
discovery (the Socratic “irony”) that to know 
that one knows nothing is a highly important 
kind of knowledge. For this knowledge separates 
one by a wide gulf from the self-confident igno- 
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ramus who is unaware of his own deficiency; and, 
further, it starts one on the right road to gain 
genuine knowledge.* At the threshold of the mod¬ 
ern era, Nicolas of Cusa in the same spirit wrote 
a treatise “De docta ignorantia,” “On the in¬ 
structed ignorance” (1440).t And Descartes 
(1696-1650), deliberately adopted the method of 
trying to push doubt to its extremest point, in 
order to find at least one proposition which could 
not be doubted. In his Meditations, he imagines 
himself supposing 

“that all the things I see are fictitious; that none of 
the objects my memory represents ever existed; 
that I have no real sense of an outer world: that 
body with its shape, extension, motion or position, 
is but a fiction of my mind. What, then, can be held 
to as true.? Perhaps only this, that there is nothing 
certainly true. . . . But if, with the other bodies, 
I thus doubt the existence of my own body, does 
not this carry with it a suspicion that I myself do 
not exist.? Hardy so, since it is I who do the sus¬ 
pecting! But may there not be some malignant Be¬ 
ing of supreme power and cunning who is carrying 
an ingenious deception into the very centre of my 
life.? Even then, if I am deceived, I must exist. No 
deception can bring it about that I am nothing, so 
long as I am aware of myself as a conscious being. 
Then this proposition, I am, is necessarily true, 
every time I frame it.”t 

♦ Read Socrates’ defense of his way of life in Plato’s Apolopr 
(Bakewell, Source Book, 104 f.; Everyman’s Library, Socratic Dis¬ 
courses, p. S25). 

t See Falckenberg, History of Modem Philosophy, Ch. 1. 

JThe whole of this memorable passage should be read by every 
student of philosophy, namely. Meditation, ii, in ** Meditations on 
Hrst Philosophy.” Rand, 122; R. M. Eaton, Descartes, 95; Rogers^ 
Student’s History. 278. 
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The best doubter cannot doubt that he is doubt¬ 
ing, and in doubting, he is thinking, acting, there¬ 
fore necessarily existing: cogito ergo sum. 

The effort to doubt everything thus leads to ' 
/the discovery that there is something which can-j 
not be doubted: a perfectly universal scepticism 
is impossible. The criticism of reason must recog-^ 
nize a sphere in which reason is successful, and 
mark it off from other spheres in which it works 
V. badly, or perhaps necessarily fails. 

61. Scientific Rationalism. It would be hard 
for a thinker like Descartes, living in the flush of 
the early triumphs of modern science, to restrict 
his sense of certain knowledge to the simple propo¬ 
sition, I exist. Reason appeared to be successful 
also in mathematics and in the applied mathe¬ 
matics of mechanical science. Further, the ancient 
scepticism about the reports of the senses seemed 
to drop away. After all, the senses do not literally 
‘‘deceive” us, for they make no assertions: if we 
make false inferences from what we see and hear, 
as when we take a shimmer of sand for a lake, 
that is our fault, not the fault of the senses. Sen¬ 
sations are the raw material of experience; and it 
is as impossible to doubt that this raw material, 
—^this color or touch or noise or taste,—is present 
as to doubt that we exist. The business of reason 
is to make these materials into a consistent story, 
finding the rules whereby one sensation leads to 
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another, correcting false inferences by better • 
ones. If my eye suggests to me the false judgment 
that the oar in the water is bent, i. e., will work 
like a crooked or broken oar, I can learn to cor-1 
rect that illusion, and even to explain it, by ascer-l 
taining the laws of refraction. ' 

Thus the modern world seemed to enter into a 
period of rational security about a part of knowl¬ 
edge, at least; and was ready to raise the question 
whether the same methods which succeed so well in 
mathematics and science cannot be transferred to 
the field of philosophy. Descartes, Spinoza, and 
Leibniz, together with the Englishman Hobbes, 
the typical rationalists of modern times, were in¬ 
spired by the mathematical side of modern science 
and tried to attain the same kind of certainty in 
metaphysics. John Locke was inspired rather by 
the certainties found in sense-experience as used 
in science, and built up an equally rational “em¬ 
piricism’’ which he thought w^ould likewise lead to 
metaphysical certainty. From this new burst of 
^confidence in reason sprang the most imposing 
and architecturally perfect philosophical systems y 
of modern times. 

62. Agnosticism. It cannot be said that these 
great systems have failed. It can be said that they 
left a growing doubt in reflective minds about the 
cogency of the scientific method in metaphysics. 
They led to a restricted form of scepticism which 
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we have recently come to call agnosticism, the 
view that while reason is at home within ‘‘experi¬ 
ence,” it can do nothing beyond experience: the 
successes of science can not be carried over into 
metaphysics. 

It is the business of science to show us the true 
relations of one experience to another; anything 
more than this ‘relative’ knowledge is unattain¬ 
able and unnecessary. For instance, we cannot 
know whether the earth is moving absolutely 
through space nor how fast; but if we know its 
rest or movement relative to the sun and to other 
heavenly bodies, that is sufficient. It is not quite 
certain that “absolute motion” has any sense. Let 
knowledge, then, refrain from trying to discover 
absolute causes, beginnings, or endings, or the 
ultimate nature of things. There may be an abso¬ 
lute reality: but we can know nothing about it 
either now or at any future time. Such is the posi¬ 
tion of Herbert Spencer and of T. H. Huxley 
(who coined the word ‘agnostic’) ; it was also the 
position of the French positivist, Auguste Comte 
(1798-1857, Cours de philosophic positive, 1830- 
1842), and of Immanuel Kant (1724-1804, Cri¬ 
tique of Pure Reason, 1781) before them. 

We have already noticed Kant’s view of the fail¬ 
ure of reason to reach a proof of the existence of 
God. There can be, he thought, no metaphysics of 
strictly scientific character, no theoretical knowl¬ 
edge of what things are in themselves, not even of 
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what we human beings are in ourselves. An empiri¬ 
cal psychology is possible, but not a ‘rational’ psy¬ 
chology, that is to say a psychology which begins 
with certain axiomatic statements about the soul (as 
that it is absolutely simple and indivisible) and 
therefrom infers its immortality (since, as Plato had 
already argued, the simple cannot be decomposed 
nor destroyed). 

These negative results of Kant’s great Critique 
of Reason are consequences which he draws from his 
positive principles of knowledge. These positive prin¬ 
ciples allowed that we may have complete certainty 
in mathematics and in certain formal aspects of 
physics; so that the sciences of nature rest upon a 
secure foundation. The propositions of geometry, 
for example, are “universal and necessary”: there is 
not and cannot be any part of space to which they 
do not apply (Kant was thinking of Euclidean ge¬ 
ometry and of Newtonian space). Likewise with the 
general scientific principle that “Every event must 
have a cause,”—a principle whose certainty Hume, 
as we have seen (§51), called into question. If prop¬ 
ositions of this sort are derived from experience, as 
the British empirical philosophers (Locke, Berkeley 
and Hume) had been thinking, they are certainly 
not axiomatic (as Descartes had thought) ; and it 
is hard to see how they can be anything more than 
probable generalizations, or biological habits, sub¬ 
ject to change. For “experience” can never reach 
far enough to tell us what is true everywhere and 
at all times. The progress of empiricism was shak¬ 
ing the foundations of the sciences, and Berkeley 
was audacious enough to try a tilt against the in¬ 
finitesimal calculus! Kant, himself a scientist and a 
believer in science, saw that this peril could not be 
met by an appeal to axiomatic or self-evident truth, 
after the fashion of the traditional continental ra¬ 
tionalism. His originality lay in making a distinc- 
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tion, namely, between the knowledge which comes 
/rom experience, and the knowledge which consti¬ 
tutes experience, or, as he put it, ^‘makes experience 
possible.” 

Our ideas of trees, rivers, men are plainly gotten 
from experience. Of space, time, causality, the same 
cannot be said: the eye presents us things in space, 
but not space itself. Though space itself cannot be 
seen, yet it must he there in order that anything 
may be seen. Similarly of causality: it cannot be ob¬ 
served, but it must he there in order that any event 
in nature may be understood, and set into intelligi¬ 
ble relation with other events. So Kant says of such 
ideas three things: they are (1) not given by experi¬ 
ence; they (2) make experience possible (being the 
forms wherein the stuff of experience is ordered in 
being received) ; they are (3) the products of the 
mind’s own activity. 

This last named proposition, which gives experi¬ 
ence a subjective factor, will concern us later on 
(§154). It is itself a metaphysical speculation, and 
separable from the rest of Kant’s work. What con¬ 
cerns us now is this: that if (1) and (2) are true, 
we should infer as Kant did that the spatial form, 
and the geometry that goes with it, as well as the 
causal form, would be valid everywhere in experi¬ 
ence; because they would furnish its constitutional 
law, so to speak. At the same time, any attempt to 
use them beyond experience would be illegitimate, 
and could lead only to self-deception. 

Huxley writes thus of his own view of knowl¬ 
edge : 

**When I reached intellectual maturity and began 
to ask myself whether I was an atheist, a theist or 
a pantheist, a materialist or an idealist, a Chris¬ 
tian or a freethinker,! found that the more I learned 
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and reflected, the less ready was the answer. The 
one thing on which most of these good people were 
agreed was the one thing wherein I differed from 
them. They were quite sure they had attained a 
certain ‘gnosis’—had more or less successfully 
solved the problem of existence: while I was sure I 
had not, and had a pretty strong opinion that the 
problem was insoluble. This was my situation when 
I had the good fortune to find a place among the 
members of the Metaphysical Society. Every va¬ 
riety of opinion was represented there; most of my 
colleagues were -ists of one sort or another; and I, 
the man without a rag of belief to cover himself 
with, could not fail to have some of the uneasy feel¬ 
ings which must have beset the historical fox when, 
after leaving the trap in which his tail remained, he 
presented himself to his normally elongated com¬ 
panions. So I took thought and invented what I 
conceived to be the appropriate title of ‘agnostic.’ 

When the agnostic says that we cannot know 
anything about the reality beyond nature or ex¬ 
perience, he implies that there is such a reality; 
and some, like Spencer, clearly accept this infer¬ 
ence. To this extent they are not pure naturalists. 
They are only naturalists for all practical pur¬ 
poses: that is, since w^e can know nothing of su¬ 
pernature, we have nothing to do with it either in 
thought or conduct,—we can manage our lives 
as if it did not exist. At the same time, it is pos¬ 
sible to maintain a sentiment of reverence toward 
the ‘‘Unknowable”; in this limited sense, the ag¬ 
nostic is often a profoundly religious man. 

* Collected Essays, v, 237 f. Cf. Leslie Stephen, Agnostic's Apology. 
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63. Agnosticism is a position of compromise; 
it is accordingly unstable; it shows its weakness 
by various inconsistencies. 

How can we keep ourselves to a vacuum of be¬ 
lief about any object we regard as real? The 
agnostic is often betrayed into expressing some 
ideas about that ^TJnknowable’^ reality, as is Her¬ 
bert Spencer when he refers to it as an unknow¬ 
able ‘‘Power,” or when in saying that we cannot 
regard it as personal he remarks that the choice 
is between personality and something greater, not 
between personality and something less. If, as 
Kant and Schopenhauer alike maintain, the hu¬ 
man mind cannot refrain from asking questions 
about what lies beyond experience, then these 
questions must be pertinent; and if they mean 
something, they must be capable of an intelligible 
answer. 

We are urged by the more zealous agnostics, as 
a matter of intellectual duty, to keep our judg¬ 
ment in suspense about matters on which we have 
no evidence. “If a belief has been accepted on in¬ 
sufficient evidence, the pleasure is a stolen one. 
. . . It is sinful because it is stolen in defiance of 
our duty to mankind.”* But what if the active 
man cannot do without some metaphysical belief? 
And what if this ‘suspense of judgment’ is, in ef¬ 
fect, judgment in the negative^ really a pretense 
of knowledge and not a ‘suspense’? Spencer’s ag- 
* W. K. Clififord, quoted by William James, The Will to Believe. 
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nosticism, we have said, is equivalent to acting as 
if God does not exist. If scepticism is a luxury 
for the idle, agnosticism is an attempt to lock 
one’s mind in prison from the outside. If reason 
cannot establish our beliefs, we shall find ourselves 
reaching convictions in some other way: we may 
become ^^pragmatists." In simplest terms, pi’ag- 
matism is that type of philosophy which calls upon 
the win to supplement the intellect in deciding 
questions of belief. This way of knowing has as¬ 
sumed a large influence in recent years. We shall 
study it as our second type. 
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Chapter IX 


WHAT PRAGMATISM IS 

64. Pragmatism accepts the agnostic’s judg¬ 
ment of the incompetence of ‘pure reason’ in meta¬ 
physics ; the most important of our questions 
about the universe cannot be answered by way of 
proof or disproof; and there are no fixed axioms 
or a priori truths to serve as a firm base of cer¬ 
tainty. But suspense of judgment is not alone a 
painful inner restraint: it is in some cases an im¬ 
possibility, since one must act on some belief or 
other, and in other cases an impoverishment of 
life. May not the decision then be handed over to 
some court capable of reaching a verdict: what 
the contemplative intellect cannot do, may not 
the will or the active self accomplish.'' Pragmatism 
we may roughly define as an appeal to the wHl to 
achieve conclusions in vital matters of belief, or 
to aid in achieving them. 

Pragmat ism reminds ns tbaf^ Blinking does not 
take plac e in a vacuum, or apart from the rest of 
life. Jt is itself a ; it may fairly be 

called a vital function; it has its part to play in 
securing survival, and also in securing all the rest 
of the good life that lifts us above the plane of 
mere existence. We think in order to live. Then 
our ideas, our beliefs, are to be regarded as work- 

141 



142 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

ing tools in this business of living well. What 
then is the function of philosophy in a man’s life? 
Is it to produce some accurate picture of an in¬ 
accessible realm of supernature or of the hidden 
forces that manifest themselves in phenomena? 
But this, we are assured, is beyond the reach of 
our intellects. Then let us give up that picturing 
enterprise. But let us not stop at that point, as 
the agnostic does. Let us take belief in its total 
sense as something to live by (§ 1); and by what¬ 
ever means we can reach our hypotheses, let us 
accept and use those beliefs which, by the test of 
personal and social experience, conduce to the 
promotion of living. Such beliefs we have a right 
to regard as true, though they cannot be estab¬ 
lished by any process of pure reason. 

(This is the general idea of pragmatism. It 
divides in our own philosophic community into 
two main streams, according to what its exponents 
are chiefly opposed to. 

Some are chiefly opposed to rattonedism. They 
want first of all to get away from what they re¬ 
gard its deadening fixity, its formality, its sup¬ 
port of dogmatic conventionality and a dumbly 
tenacious conservatism. They are all with the ag¬ 
nostics in the insistence that there are no eternal 
and a priori truths. But they add that if we are 
willing to hold everything flexible in the domain 
of philosophic principle we may work out a thor¬ 
oughly adequate set of beliefs by simply extend- 
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ing and enlarging the well-tried methods of em¬ 
pirical science. We may become experimentalists 
in our beliefs, take them as working hypotheses, 
and hold them not as absolute and final verities, 
but as judgments to be freely modified by the 
tests of common experience. This is the variety 
whose acknowledged leader is Professor John 
Dewey. 

xLgnosticism. 

They reject its^ life-l aming indecisiveness^. They 
are repelled by the essentially dogmatic am^ dog- 
in-the-manger aj^^ oFllio^who would set up 
the sign Eingang verboten at all belief winch 
^nnot ^ provedjSuch thinkers.^re likely to take 
the direction of voluntarisniy pleading the right 
of the active self to reach out for a positive meta¬ 
physics. They are more interested in the sources 
of belief than in the methods for testing belief. 
Tiiis is the variety whose leader in this country 
was William James. 

These two branches, with their different inter¬ 
ests, are likely to reach quite different metaphysi¬ 
cal conclusions. So far as the theory of knowledge 
is concerned, there is nothing essentially incom¬ 
patible between the two in the primary matters of 
principle. But in our own exposition, we shall lean 
toward the latter variety of pragmatism, chiefly 
on the ground that it is a more distinctive type. 
The former variety is in its chief contentions a 
quite natural development of empiricism^ and is 
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properly designated experimentalism rather than 
pragmatism. We shall, however, keep both types 
in mind, so far as is consistent ivith the needs of 
a beginner.) 

65. This way of reaching beliefs is far more 
wide-spread than the name; most men are influ¬ 
enced in favor of the beliefs they regard as valu¬ 
able for practical purposes, or as helpful to hu¬ 
man order and progress, or as suited to their 
general temper. Thus if one adopts a belief in 
God, not because there is conclusive evidence for 
it, but because it appears to him to add to the 
meaning of life, to dispel pessimism, or to encour¬ 
age morality, he is so far a pragmatist. He has 
not reasoned his belief but, he has chosen it; and 
choice is an act of will. As Whiting Williams has 
well put it, ‘We live our way into our thinking, 
rather than think our way into our living.”— 
(Very likely we do both.) 

Ther e was a strand of pragmatism-in Tolstoi’s 
philo sophy.* Mussolini h as re^cently a^nowledg^ed 
t hat he__ owes m ttch t6 N ie tzsch e _ and. „ Williajni 
James for his method of reaching; his political 
beliefsx j^ey led him to discard ‘^pure reason’Lor 
“g prio ri principles^” and to adopt those ppUcies 
w hich work o ut_bes t in pra ctice ^ the trjae-policies 
are the expedient polkies^tlm is political prag¬ 
matism. f 

Nietzsche goes so far as to say that a false- 
• See Tolstoi’s My Confession, Chapter zii. 
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hood, if life-preserving, is preferable to the truth. 
‘^The falseness of an opinion is not for us any 
objection to it. The question is, how far an opin¬ 
ion ^ life-f urthering ^ life-preser ving, speciesj^ 
preserving, perhaps sp§tciesrrearing..!I..>.TJiis is 
merelj Nietzsche’s violent way of saying that be¬ 
lief in^tibe formjof prejudice, imagination, ideal, 
quite apart from the possibility of otherwise test¬ 
ing its tnitti, is a necessary condition of successful 
living^ We men, both as individuals and societies, 
live best under the influence of a myth of some 
sort, a vision of the future which lures us on, mak¬ 
ing effort and sacrifice appear not only reason¬ 
able but exalting, whether or not these visions are 
even possible. Such myths are the Christian’s 
Heaven, the Marxian Socialist’s Ultimate Revo¬ 
lution, the Syndicalist’s General Strike, the pa¬ 
triot’s triumph of Liberty, the pacifist’s warless 
world, all the various Utopias that have inspired 
history. William James would not subscribe to 
this doctrine of myth; he would not allow that we 
are justified in believing falsehoods or demonstra¬ 
ble fictions. He admits the will never as against 
reason, but only to tip a wavering scale, to finish 
what reason fails to effect. In such cases, his view 
is that the life-preserving proposition is the true 
one. 


66. Pragma tism is often regardgdL..asL-.-the 
American philqsppjbiy.” Ruggiero, a contemporary 
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Italian hist orian of ghHosophy, says, “Praj^a- 
tism was born in America, the country of busi¬ 
ness, and is, par excellence, the philosophy of th^ 
fmSness maii^” But this view is mistaken. Just as 
there has been scepticism in all ages, so in all ages 
there has been a tendency to resort to the voliyi- 
ta^ cast of belief as a relief from the negations 
of sceptical and agnostic views.^ 

It is true that the name pragmatism (or prag- 
maticism, as Charles Peirce preferred to call it) 
waa^vcDuvogue by William^ James; and that the 
pragmatic way of knowing was given a vigorous 
imp etus by these American writers and byJPro- 
fes^r John Dewey of Col umbia. But Arthur JJal- 
four in England ^(Foundations of Belief, 18^5) 
and Professor Hans Vaihinger in Germany (Phi¬ 
losophy oT the As-II)^ as well as Friedrich 
NietzscHe“ £h d ProfessoF F . C. S. Schiller of Ox- 
ford, were bringing foCTard similar jdea s at aboyt 
the same timej i| William James described pragimi- 
tism as “a new name for old ways of thinking.^* 
Immanuel, Kant and his great successor J. G. 
Fic hte ( 1762-181^)^ .h»d, struck into the pris¬ 
matic groove long before any of these writer^ 

67. As an example of the predecessors of con¬ 
temporary pragmatism, it is worth considering 
how Immanuel Kant emerged from the agnostic 
conclusions of the Critique of Pure Reason to the 
positive beliefs of the Critique of Practical Rea¬ 


son. 
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In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant had come 
to the conclusion that we cannot prove the im¬ 
mortality of the soul, the freedom of t he will , the 
existence of God. (Watson, Selections from Kant, 
145-2^T”Rand, 424-456). In the Critique of 
Practical Reason, he argues as follows: 

We cannot escape the fact of conscience. At 
least as certain as the fact that I exist (which 
Descartes had taken as the central certainty of 
experience) is the fact of obligation or duty. 
Whetljer other animals have a moral sense may 
be open to question; but man recognizes the 
meaning of the word “ought.” To every man there 
is a clear difference between “I want to,” “I 
must,” and “I ought,” though they may all apply 
to the same act. 

Now if conscience is a fact, we must regard it 
as either valid or invalid. It is possible to regard 
it as inherited prejudice, or transmitted racial 
experience. (See, for example, Herbert Spencer, 
Data of Ethics, section 46.) In that case it has 
no more authority than the experience of our an¬ 
cestors can have for a world in which conditions 
are constantly changing. But the evolutionary 
account of conscience is defective. Mental traits 
that come down to us from antiquity grow weaker 
as we recede from the source. But conscience, like 
the aesthetic sense, grows more sensitive, and gives 
rise from time to time to men of moral genius, 
who develop new ethical ideas. There is no doubt 
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a fund of inherited feeling which attends certain 
moral requirements which are deep rooted in the 
race, such as the revulsion against murder, un¬ 
chastity, and perhaps theft. But conscience itself 
moves ahead of ancestral requirements, and hence 
cannot be explained away as a mere biological in¬ 
heritance.^ 

We may, therefore, regard conscience as valid. 
Indeed, since the idea of ‘‘ought” has arrived in 
the mind, it is impossible to escape it except by 
using it. For if conscience is invalid, we ought not 
to be governed by it: that is, we appeal to the 
“ought” to overcome the “ought.” 

It is at this point that Kant stands. To him 
conscience is the one point of experience in which 
we touch absolute reality. Conscience is a token 
of something in man above nature, for it calls 
upon him to rule his own natural impulses. Nature 
appears in human nature in the form of instinct, 
impulse, desire and aversion: conscience recog¬ 
nizes these facts and calls on the individual man 
to take control, to govern them rather than to be 
governed by them. Professor George Herbert 
Palmer in teaching Philosophy 4 at Harvard de¬ 
fined conscience as the “call of the whole to the 
part.” To Kant, it is the call of reality within 
the individual mind. 

And if conscience is valid, then we are bound 

*This paragraph is* of course* no part of Kant*s discussion; it is 
a retrosp^ive defense of Kant’s starting-point* the validity of 
conscience. 
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to believe whatever is necessary to make it valid, 
that is, significant and binding. 

68. In the first place, if nature ruled man, it 
would be mockery to call upon him to rule nature. 
There is no sense in ‘T ought” unless ‘T can.” 
The moral law is invalid unless man is free. As 
Kant puts it, “I ought, therefore I can.” If duty 
is required, freedom is required; that is, freedom 
is a “postulate” of conscience. 

Again, the moral law requires not alone this 
act and that: It is concerned with what we are. It 
is not satisfied with anything short of perfection. 
For how could conscience acquiesce in imperfec¬ 
tion.? So long as I find that my duty is contrary 
to my inclination, I am not perfect. I cannot 
change duty: I may change my inclination. But 
to reach perfection, or holiness, will require in¬ 
finite time, Kant argues. It will certainly require 
more than one lifetime. Hence, either the moral 
law requires the impossible (and is invalid), or 
else we must have the necessary time to fulfil its 
demands. Immortality is thus a second “postulate 
of practical reason.” 

Finally, while the individual is called upon to 
do his duty without regard to his own inclination, 
pleasure, fortune, happiness, so that the material 
rewards of existence are frequently to the corrupt 
or the compromising rather than to the dutiful, 
nevertheless, if this were the final truth of the 
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matter, no one could quite regard the universe as 
just. If conscience is rooted in reality, and not 
in illusion, then reality must be a moral order: 
and it must therefore bring about an agreement 
between morality and happiness. But the only 
power capable of doing this would be a power con¬ 
trolling the whole course of experience in this 
world and the next. That power is what men call 
God. Thus God is a third postulate of practical 
reason. 

In brief, Kant argues, if I accept conscience 
as a genuine call of the universe to my individual 
self,—and duty begins in this acknowledgment of 
duty,—I must also accept the beliefs in God, free¬ 
dom, and immortality. The moral will establishes 
what the intellect leaves in doubt. 

(For this great argument of Kant, see Wat¬ 
son, 291-300; Rand, 473-481.) 

69. Contemporary pragmatism differs from 
Kant’s position in the following ways: 

(1) Kant insists on the necessity of belief. Re¬ 
cent pragmatism emphasizes the role of choice in 
belief. This is a result of the fact that Kant be¬ 
lieves that we can reason from the needs of our 
moral nature to the beliefs which alone can sup¬ 
port it. We do not require to wait for experience 
to show us what we must believe. Contemporary 
pragmatism takes its instruction from experience. 

(2) Kant allows only moral interests to de- 
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termine metaphysical belief, because he regards 
the moral sense as the only clMl^we have to real¬ 
ity. Recent pragmatism allows a wide range of in¬ 
terests to govern belief; in fact, no human interest 
is held irrelevant to belief. 

(3) Kant appeals to the will to establish only 
these three ideas which belong to the sphere of 
religion. Contemporary pragmatism points out 
that fundamental scientific beliefs have the same 
foundation. We cannot prove that all events have 
a cause. We postulate this, in the interest of sci¬ 
entific knowledge. 

The position of contemporary pragmatism is 
that we are employing all the time, not a few be¬ 
liefs, but many beliefs which cannot be proved by 
pure reason. The scientist like the rest of us is 
‘living by faith” in objects which cannot be di¬ 
rectly observed nor discovered, ‘‘inaccessible ob¬ 
jects” like ether, gravity, electrons, energy. Such 
beliefs can only be judged by their effect in guid¬ 
ing action: if they give us the right direction, 
they are true beliefs. 

The same is true of our ethical and political 
beliefs. To Kant, the law of duty was the fixed 
point in the whole structure of belief; and specific 
moral laws, such as keeping promises, telling 
truth, respecting life, could be deduced from this 
unchanging law, the “categorical imperative.” To 
the contemporary pragmatist, moral principles 
are neither immediately certain nor provable a 
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priori, but must be judged by their fruits in ex¬ 
perience. Justice, chastity, democracy,—^these 
principles are no more secure in reason than they 
are in traditional authority: they must be tried 
out. The good must be good for something, and 
must not attempt to shine by its own light. Here 
the pragmatist is inclined to join hands with the 
utilitarian and the naturalist in morals. (See At¬ 
lantic Monthly, November, 1926, Our Dissolving 
Ethics, by J. T. Adams; John Stuart Mill, Utili¬ 
tarianism ; Herbert Spencer, Data of Ethics, 
chapters iii and iv; Dewey and Tufts, Ethics, pp. 
346-363.) 

70. What ideas mean. American pragmatism 
begins in an attempt to go back of the question. 
Is a belief true.^ to the prior question, What does 
it mean? 

In 1878, Charles Peirce published a paper in 
Popular Science Monthly on “How to make our 
ideas clear.” He was impressed, as Spencer had 
been, with the fact that many of the ideas or terms 
with which our beliefs are concerned, such as 
force, free will, God, have no pictorial meaning. 
So far as mental images are concerned, they are 
simply “inconceivable.” If that which we cannot 
picture is meaningless, we can save ourselves the 
trouble of asking whether God exists, by noting 
that the alleged idea of God is a meaningless 
word. But Spencer had already seen that the un- 
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picturable idea may nevertheless have a very defi¬ 
nite meaning if it leads us to make predictions 
which can be verified. We cannot picture elec¬ 
tricity; yet we can calculate how electricity will 
behave: electricity means the agent of these ef¬ 
fects,—electricity is what electricity does. Charles 
Peirce extends this principle. The meaning of 
every idea which has no direct sense-imagery in 
it may be discovered—if it has any meaning—in 
the sense-effects it leads to. 

‘‘Let us seek a clear idea of Weight. To say 
that a body is heavy means simply that, in the 
absence of opposing force, it will fall. This is evi¬ 
dently the whole conception of weight” (Charles 
Peirce, Chance, Love and Logic, p. 47f). 

Such a method relieves us at once of many puz¬ 
zles in our perhaps forever fruitless efforts to 
guess what Weight may be in itself^ or force in 
general, or free will, or God. Consider simply 
what effects these entities have in experience. If 
they have no effects, they have no meanii^. If 
two such entities have the same effects, they have 
the same meaning, though they have different 
names. Thus Charles Peirce thinks there is no 
real difference of opinion between Catholics and 
Protestants in regard to the substance of the sac¬ 
rament of the Lord’s Supper. To say that the 
wine and bread are the body and blood of Christ, 
and to say that they are mere symbols thereof, 
must mean precisely the same thing, so long as 
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(and if) the bread and wine have precisely the 
same qualities in each case and if the rite has the 
same emotional import. 

As a matter of fact, many of our ideas which 
have a kernel of sense-imagery in their meaning, 
tend to reduce to directions for action. A certain 
bell means “Get up and go to breakfast”; its 
sound is forgotten, its “pragmatic meaning” re¬ 
mains. The red and green lights on the railroad 
are not thought of by the engineer as colors, but 
as directions for his conduct. The notes on the 
musician’s score mean certain deeds with the bow 
or the fingers. Charles Peirce defines an idea as 
l^“plan of action.” And^aJ ^ief giving ^some ijea 
or qi^er a d^mtes^tus in the world,—“estab ¬ 
lishes in our nature a rule of act ion, or, say for 
shorty a hsill believe about gravitation, 

for example, means the establishment of certain 
habits in handling things, in lifting, piling, build¬ 
ing, walking, carrying, etc. 

71. From this doctrine about what ideas and 
beliefs mean^ it is but a step—though a momen¬ 
tous step—to the doctrine of William James 
about when a belief is true: namely, that a belief 
is true if it guides us to success, or establishes 
valuable habits. It is false if it leads us astray or 
establishes destructive habits.* 

* Witnessing the new developments of pragmatism with some con¬ 
cern, Peirce commented that they were “lively,” whereas “in order 
to be deep it is requisite to be dull I 1 make my pragmatism to be a 
mere maxim of logic, instead of a sublime principle of speculative 
philosophy.” 
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It is evident that the theory of evolution would 
lend a certain support to this theory of truth. 
For evolution makes the intellect an organ in the 
struggle for existence: the mind must be an aid 
in survival, otherwise it would not exist. The 
value of a thought, then, would not lie in any pic¬ 
torial resemblance to external things but solely 
in its leading to the fittest possible response to 
the environment. In themselves apart from the 
eye, physical things have no color; apart from 
the ear no sound. But for the purposes of suc¬ 
cessful action it is not necessary that the ripe 
apple should be red nor the unripe apple green: 
it is only necessary that this vitally important dif¬ 
ference in the quality of the apple should be re¬ 
ported to tlie mind by some sign,—a color is as 
good as another sign. If life is ‘‘the adjustment 
of internal relations to external relations,’^ of dif¬ 
ferences of behavior to differences of external fact, 
then the mind which has some sign for an exter¬ 
nal difference can be of service to life, even though 
its total picture of the world is nothing like the 
world as it is itself. Truth is the service of sur¬ 
vival, in the first place, and then of all higher 
well being. The true is what “works” in this way. 

Building on this biological view of the mind. 
Professor Dewey calls his type of pragmatism 
“Instrumentalism,” that is, thought is to be con¬ 
sidered simply as an instrument for promoting 
life, not as an organ for reaching a knowledge of 
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Schiller calls his brand “Hu npanisnu” tX).iadica±e 
t hat whatever i^. tru e for theJuiman being, jnust 
s erve hura^ interests, and not the interests gf 
any superhuman beingj 


72. In this recent pragmatism, the broad for¬ 
mula, “A belief is true if it w or ks,” needs to be 
made more definite. For the term “working” 
means different things in different situations. It 
means :| 

(a) “Cash-value.” That is, to .work is to lead 
to, or arrive at the actual facts of sensation, plea¬ 
sure and paiA, which, the belief predicts. 

Thus, the belief that the world is flat would 
lead me to think that if Springfield is west of Bos¬ 
ton, and Albany west of Springfield, then Albany 
is west of Boston, and my shortest distance to Al¬ 
bany would be westward. This can be verified in 
the actual sense-experience of the journey, the 
cash-value of the belief, which is, so far, true. If 
I should argue that Pekin is west of Boston and 
London west of Pekin, and hence the shortest way 
to London is westward, the belief would encoun¬ 
ter a negative cash-value, and would be proved 
false. When a scientific hypothesis can be verified 
by actual observation of conclusions drawn from 
it, this, its cash-value, establishes, or as some 
pragmatists would say, is its truth. 

This is the empirical element in pragmatism. 
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The truth of every belief must be found in its re¬ 
port in the experience of the concrete observer, 
60 far as it is capable of such test. 

(6) Harmony with other propositions. We can¬ 
not take our beliefs simply one by one. It will not 
do to believe in one kind of an atom in physics, 
and in another kind in chemistry, though each be¬ 
lief works in its own field. If we accept inconsis¬ 
tent beliefs of this sort—and science has some¬ 
times found itself doing so—it is with the un¬ 
derstanding that they must be brought to agree¬ 
ment eventually. 

A new belief about the world which is out of 
harmony with old beliefs (as Copernicu!^ vs. 
Ptolemy) will either have to yield to the old, or 
make over the old on its own pattern. The total 
result must be consistent. And where, as in this 
case, either view is justified by its cash-value, the 
choice may be made on the ground of simplicity. 

Thus the body of truth is continually chang¬ 
ing. Each separate belief can be said to ‘Svork” 
only when it complies with both conditions: it 
must have its own ‘‘cash-value,’’ and it must co¬ 
here with the other things we believe. (William 
James, Pragmatism, p. 61.) 

(c) Higher values. Beside the effects of a be¬ 
lief in guiding the physical actions of our bodies, 
there are effects on feeling and attitude toward 
the world. A belief may give comfort or anxiety, 
stability or uncertainty, stimulus or repose, moral 
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resolve or moral laxity. Whenever, as in the case 
of religious beliefs, there is little or no sensible 
cash-value and they may be made to harmonize 
with other beliefs, these higher values may be the 
deciding factor. Thus, other things equal, a be¬ 
lief making for optimism rather than pessimism 
would be judged true. But note particularly that 
no pragmatist (unless with Nietzsche he recom¬ 
mends ‘Vital lies”) holds himself justified in choos¬ 
ing a belief on the score of these higher values if 
the two earlier tests decide its fate. 

73. On the ground of these three tests of truth, 
the truth for one man would tend to resemble, but 
not necessarily to be identical with, the truth for 
another. Thus, the amount of risk in the world 
which would stimulate one man might discourage 
another: it might work for the former to believe 
in a world of chance, and for the latter to believe 
in a world of divine providence. 

Taken literally, pragmatism would encourage 
each man to adopt the belief which works best for 
him, regardless of its agreement with any other 
person’s belief. It would thus accept a thorough¬ 
going relativity of truth; and a iUan’s philosophy 
would quite rightly depend on his temperament 
and circumstances. 

But evidently it does not altogether work to be 
out of accord with one’s neighbor, any more than 
to be out of accord with oneself. To work per- 
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fectly, a belief must be in harmony with other 
propositions (the second test) ; but it must also 
be in harmony with the beliefs of other people. 

Hence “individual pragmatism’’ tends to give 
way to “social pragmatism,” which holds that be¬ 
lief to be true which works for the great majority 
of men (ultimately tor all men) in the long run. 
The truth of a belief would then only be deter¬ 
mined by a long course of social experiment. 

The social form is the prevailing type of prag¬ 
matism in America to-day. Just as Dean Pound’s 
“sociological jurisprudence” judges those laws to 
be right which are shown to lead to the maximum 
realization of interests, all interests being con¬ 
sidered and weighed, so Professor Dewey’s school 
in Columbia, Chicago and elsewhere judges those 
beliefs true in religion, ethics, metaphysics, which 
experience shows to promote the welfare of the 
mass of mankind after long trial. Dewey himself 
would add that nothing transcendental or other¬ 
worldly can satisfy these conditions. William 
James thought that some form of theism is 
requisite for human happiness. (Reflex Action 
and Theism in The Will to Believe and Other 
Essays.) 



Chapter X 


PRAGMATISM EXAMINED 

74. We can best make sure that we understand 
pragmatism by trying it on a number of beliefs. 

Mussolini makes a pragmatic judgment that 
democracy is a failure, that is, a false belief. It 
was not working in Italy. Is he right.? Has de¬ 
mocracy been tried.? Has monarchy been tried.? 
Has any form of government been tried enough? 
Can we judge Christianity pragmatically.? When 
the late war broke out, it was said on many sides, 
Christianity has failed. The judgment was prag¬ 
matic. But has it been tried.? 

Can history yield a pragmatic proof of any be¬ 
lief.? 

Or take a simpler belief, that in immortality. 
How shall we judge the truth of this on prag¬ 
matic grounds.? Kant saw but one aspect of this 
belief: it allows room for moral perfection. May 
it also allow room for eternal degradation.? It may 
promise eternal bliss, or eternal pain, remorse, 
ennui. It may stimulate to high eflfort, or lead to 
loitering, since there is eternity for every task. 
According to the kind of future life, and not 
merely the fact of future life, will be its influence 
on this life. In the past, associated with the be- 

160 
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lief in rewards and punishments, it has upheld 
law and ecclesiastical authority. It has held socie¬ 
ties together, and strengthened the arm of war. 
Can we sum up the good and the evil and strike 
the balance.^ And is this the way to judge the 
truth of the case? 

76. To determine whether pragmatism meets 
our idea of the way to determine truth, take the 
following test-cases: 

(1) The lost trace. Which of the two propo¬ 
sitions is true: There was a man named Homer, 
There was not a man named Homer? Ordinary 
logic and common sense require that one or the 
other must be true. But suppose that no evidence 
can be found for or against either proposition, 
all traces being lost. Then neither proposition has 
any cash-value in terms of facts; and neither has 
any advantage in terms of harmony with other 
beliefs, or of meeting our higher needs and wishes. 
Then, by the pragmatic method, neither is true 
and neither is false; but having no consequences 
and ^‘making no difference” both are devoid of 
meaning. If we continue to believe that one must 
be true and the other false, we have some other 
than the pragmatic idea of truth. 

The liar is the person who endeavors to exploit 
lost traces. For the actual course of past events, 
he substitutes a fictitious course which will fit in 
with all the facts other people know, and so Svork’ 
for them, while working vastly better for him- 
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self. The cross-examination of a witness is an ef¬ 
fort to discover whether his story does fit all the 
facts known by others, and most liars fail some¬ 
where by this pragmatic test. But suppose there 
were a super-liar, a perfect liar: then would his 
story be true? This case leads naturally to the 
next,— 

(2) The perfect imitation. There are in prac¬ 
tice few perfect imitations. But one coin is very 
nearly a duplicate of another. Suppose, then, that 
two men at the bank receive in exactly similar 
bags the same number of new coins; and suppose 
that, without knowing it, each takes the other’s 
bag. Pragmatically, there is nothing to shake the 
belief that each has the bag that was given him. 
Are these beliefs then true? If not, we must get 
some other definition of truth. 

In this case, nothing hangs on the identity of 
the two bags, and one is not forced to reach an 
opinion. But there are cases in which identity is 
highly valued. The perfect copy of a Rembrandt 
successfully marketed would lose almost all of its 
value if it were known to be merely a perfect imi¬ 
tation. This is illustrated by the story of the col¬ 
lector whose enemy, instead of stealing his price¬ 
less old painting, drove him to a deeper despair by 
making so exact a duplicate of it that the col¬ 
lector was unable to tell which was the original. 
When the interest is in individual identity, a prag¬ 
matic equivalence fails to satisfy. 

(3) The multiconsistent umverse^ It is con-* 
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ceivable that there are several hypotheses about 
the nature of things which work equally well, all 
of them being consistent with all the facts. Fichte 
thought that there were two systems of philosophy 
of this sort: Spinoza’s system of rigid determin¬ 
ism, and the idealistic system of freedom. Your 
choice between them would depend on what kind 
of person you are. (Rand, 489, 492—496.) Sup¬ 
pose that there are many such consistent views, 
such that one works best for one man, another for 
another. Are they all true? The person who makes 
such an hypothesis cannot maintain that they are 
air true; for to him the truth is that character 
of the world which allows it to assume these vari¬ 
ous appearances. The truth about the color of the 
chameleon is not any one of its colors, but that 
quality which enables it to vary. 

It is evident that the human mind aims at a 
kind of truth that is independent of its wishes, 
and even beyond its power of testing. 

76. The central trouble with pragmatism seems 
to be that when we choose our belief, it ceases to 
be our belief. 

The suspicion that our will has tipped the bal¬ 
ance of evidence brands for us the chosen hy¬ 
pothesis as subjective; but a belief is the reference 
of the mind to an object assumed real, independ¬ 
ent, objective. The suspicion of subjectivity there¬ 
fore destroys belief. 

The logical error of pragmatism may be stated 
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as a “false conversion” of “All true propositions 
work” into “All propositions that work are true.” 
This conversion is not logically allowable. From 
All crows are black birds, it does not follow that 
All black birds are crows. It only follows that No 
bird which is not black is a crow. Or in the present 
case, No proposition which does not work is true. 
Thus a negative pragmatism is of use in detecting 
the presence of error, though positive pragmatism 
cannot establish truth. (See The Meaning of God, 
p. xiii.) 

There is one situation in which it would be al¬ 
lowable to convert the proposition. All equilateral 
triangles are equiangular and also All equiangu¬ 
lar triangles are equilateral. This is because the 
classes named in the subject and the predicate co¬ 
incide in extent. So if the true propositions and 
the working propositions were identical, we could 
take working as a test of truth. Now if we could 
assume that the universe is entirely benevolent, 
as we understand benevolence, or entirely fit for 
our existence, the true beliefs would be at the same 
time life-promoting, comforting, etc., and the 
pragmatic test would be approximately valid. The 
value of pragmatism would thus depend on an 
^^ntecedent piety, not piety on pragmatism. The 
original belief in the fitness of the world could not 
be pragmatically established; for it must be used 
to establish pragmatism. 

' tfltinjately, then, pragmatism requires a non^ 



PRAGMATISM EXAMINED 165 

pragmatic truth. It fails by its own test. (See 
The Meaning of God, p. 206.) 

77. Let us see how these considerations apply 
to each of the three fields, ethics, science, religion. 

In ethics (§65, above), pragmatism attempts 
to judge what is right by what works well, as mak¬ 
ing for “the greatest good of the greatest num¬ 
ber,” or some other measure of welfare. Now no 
one would hold a mode of action to be right which 
made for the extermination of the race (Schopen¬ 
hauer excepted). But we cannot judge what is 
right by what promotes welfare or survival or 
happiness, because we can only determine what 
promotes welfare, etc., by first enquiring what is 
right. 

Since the war, we have been increasingly con¬ 
scious of the necessity of ^morale’ in industry, poli¬ 
tics, etc., as a precondition of all social welfare. 
And morale is a state of the will of the members 
of a social group in which each is willing to act 
in good faith for the objects which the group is 
pursuing. But men will not identify themselves in 
this way with their groups unless they are per¬ 
suaded of the justice of the group, its good faith 
with them. The only prosperous group is one in 
which the leaders and the members first take upon 
themselves something like the Kantian law of duty. 
This law, then, is not contrary to welfare, but 
prior to welfare. 
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The existence of such a law of right is exceed¬ 
ingly fortunate for the conduct of life, if only be¬ 
cause the calculation of the effects of action is 
impossible; both because of the infinite series of 
effects, and because of the qualitative difference 
of effects (See J. S. Mill, Utilitarianism), and 
because there is no way to weigh pleasures against 
pains. (See Lecky, History of European Morals, 
ch. 1.) 

78. In science, it is important to make the dis¬ 
tinction between verifying an hypothesis by the 
test of facts (cash-value as in §72, above) and 
choosing an hypothesis because we like or approve 
of There is no real reason for claiming the 
process of verification as peculiar to pragmatism. 
An hypothesis is verified by finding out what 
facts would follow from it, and then looking to 
the facts to see whether they are as the hypothesis 
demands. The procedure is one of strict logical 
deduction and observation, from which the human 
equation is excluded as rigorously as possible. 

Of course, science bears the mark of human in¬ 
terest: the truths it enquires into are the truths 
it concerns us to know. Our interest motivates the 
questions; but it does not. determine the answers. 
The unfavorable answer is taken as well as the 
favorable. It is the part of science to tell us the 
worst as well as the best about the world. And the 
principle of scientific truth is that no human in- 
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terest, however great, can outweigh any item of 
evidence, however small. 

It is probable that our interest in natural laws 
and the regular order of nature is due to the 
practical advantage of operating in a reliable en¬ 
vironment. It is also probable that our ideas of 
atoms, electrons, etc., are worked out so persist¬ 
ently, because our practical interest in recombin¬ 
ing the things of the world requires us to know 
the elements. The assumption that there are laws 
and elements may have a practical motive. But 
this assumption does not control what we find: it 
does not make the regularity we discover, nor ex¬ 
clude the irregularity which we may be obliged 
to admit. The whole significance of the effort to 
know the ‘‘laws” and the “things” of nature lies 
in their indifference to our wishes. 

Pragmatism, therefore, can claim no support 
from the ordinary procedures of scientific method; 
and in so far as Instrumentalism is an extension 
of ;grcientific method it is not peculiarly pragmatic. 

79. The pragmatic element in Instrumental¬ 
ism is its substitution of a plastic set of ideas 
to be experimentally verified for the stable truths 
of rationalism; its recognition that transition, 
change, invades the most permanent of our in¬ 
tellectual properties. Now observe: we all believe 
in the pervasiveness of change; and we all believe 
in experimentation. If Instrumentalism meant 



168 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

feimply the growth of the experimental spirit in 
thought and in life, everybody would be an In¬ 
strumentalist. But the question is, How much? 
Does everything pass, and does everything change 
at once.^ Is all that I believe true to-day to be 
false to-morrow; and on that account shall I hold 
nothing as certain.?^ Then we must part company 
with Instrumentalism. 

For the idea of an experiment itself requires 
that something does 7iot move, namely the condi¬ 
tions which make the experiment significant. The 
X which the mathematician uses in his equation 
must keep the same value throughout the prob¬ 
lem,—otherwise the operations become meaning¬ 
less. The mind which experiments must remain 
the same, and mean the same by its enquiry when 
it ends as when it began; otherwise the experi¬ 
ment is irresponsible. And in so far as some prob¬ 
lems remain throughout the life of the individual 
and of the race, there must be some constants in 
the life of men and of society. To make every 
habit and foundation tentative, and every stand¬ 
ard provisional, would be like living in a house 
which was sliding in its place and melting over 
our heads. Further, all experiment has for its ob¬ 
ject to establish something, to learn something 
which wiU stay learned, once we have it. Truth 
must be cumulative in the race; but to accumu¬ 
late, there must be an element of permanence in 
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what is gained. If what we learn by experiment is 
to be at once unlearned, the motive to learn it is 
destroyed at its root. 

And to experiment with experimentalism, we 
find that in casting away all stability of principle, 
we are obliged to introduce into our living sta¬ 
bility of another sort. Mussolini abandons the 
fixity of political principles; and resorts to an¬ 
other absolutism, that of the particular I-will. 
Stability of principle instead of stability of force 
has the pragmatic advantage that it allows flexi¬ 
bility and growth. The experimental ideal itself 
requires a non-experimental background.* 

80. In reli gion ^n d metaphysics generally 
pragmatism may seem to have its strongest claim, 
because of the difficulty of finding any other 
ground of belief. It is strengthened by the close 
alliance between religion and poetry. For we may 
conceive art either, with Taine, as a region of 
release from the sordidness of facts in a certain 
play of perfection, in which case a religious belief 
would be a higher form of art: so Santayana in¬ 
terprets it (Interpretations of Poetry and Re¬ 
ligion) . Or else we might regard it as a presenta¬ 
tion of an ideal to be realized in action, and so a 
desirable support to the will to achieve, as well 
as to the will to be moral. But the history of re¬ 
ligion opposes this view. The advance of religion 
• See further §268. 
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is an advance out of poetry into literality. The 
turning point in the history of religion seems to 
have come when a certain carpenter began to en¬ 
quire under what conditions the last myth of his 
people might have a literal meaning. (See The 
_ .l^eapi^g of God, 150-162.) 

. It is particularly in religion that the objective 
truth is the only thing that can set us free. For 
religion is the oi'ientation of the human self to 
what it regards as the most real thing in the 
world. God is nothing if not that on which we de- 
^nd._ But every chosen belief, every man-made 
idea of God such as Voltaire’s saying suggests, too 
palpably depends on us. We cannot swing up a 
rope which is attached only to our own belt. If we 
can get no evidence in religious matters, we must 
go without it; for here most of all the possibility 
of a negative answer to our hbpes must be kept 
open. Here most of all a chosen belief ceases to be 
a belief, and so fails to ‘work.’ 

81. Pragmatism, we conclude, is not the final 
answer to the question, how we are to get our be¬ 
liefs. It is not, on that account, without value. 

It has called attention to the fact that truth is 
an enterprise which requires active effort, not pas¬ 
sive waiting to be convinced. The surgeon, not 
knowing whether an operation will save a life, will 
never find out by “suspending judgment”: he 
must adopt a working hypothesis, and act on it. 
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Only, we must distinguish between the will to 
reach truth, and the will to decide truth. Our de¬ 
cision does not make the truth true. ^ ^ 

Again, it has called attention to the fact that 
there is a great region of the world which is un¬ 
finished and plastic, and where our action changes 
the facts. Treating a man as if he were an enemy 
may make him an enemy; treating him as a friend 
may make him such. In such cases the subjective 
factor of will makes the difference between one 
truth and another. ‘Ts this enterprise a success 
or a failure.?” It is neither the one nor the other 
until you act: your will to believe it a success may 
decide the issue. Here pragmatism has its rightful 
field. 

But for the rest, where the character of the uni¬ 
verse is in question, we must always distinguish 
between our working hypotheses and our beliefs. 
Action cannot wait, and must seize on the best 
hypotheses available: the will to believe is a pre¬ 
cept for the life of action, but not for thought. 
For thought has all of time in which to reach its 
results. 

This age-long effort we have no right to re¬ 
linquish in despair. Pragmatism acquiesces too 
easily in the agnostic view of metaphysical truth. 
The presumption is that whatever in the universe 
can affect us is connected with us by lines which 
our knowledge can trace. There is no inaccessible 
truth. 
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Chapter XI 


FEELING AS AN ORGAN OF 
KNOWLEDGE 

82. The agnostic, the pragmatist and the ia- 
tuitionist agree in one thii^: they distrust the 
capacity of the intellect to reach metaphysical 
truth. But while the agnostic in this situation 
proposes to get along without a metaphysical be¬ 
lief, and the pragmatist, seeing that some such 
belief is inescapable, chooses one for its value, the 
intuitionist points out that we have other re¬ 
sources for knowledge than the intellect. He re¬ 
sorts not to will but to what is sometimes vaguely 
called ‘feeling.’ In order to see what intuition is, 
it will be well to consider the nature of feeling. 

83. Feeling is an ambiguous term. It is some 
times used as an equivalent for emotion and sensi¬ 
bility: ‘the feeling of grief or joy,’ ‘to hurt a per¬ 
son’s feelings.’ It is also used to indicate a kind of 
knowledge, belonging to touch or akin to touch: 
‘the surface feels rough,’ ‘he felt that their atti¬ 
tude was unfriendly.’ This ambiguity arises from 
the fact that intell^t and wiU are developed from 
a more primitive type of mentality in which these 
two functions are not clearly separated. Feeling 
is a fit name for this primitive mentality. 

175 
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Its place in the mind can be seen hy consider¬ 
ing certain differences revealed by language be¬ 
tween the human mind and the minds of animals. 

84. Animals have language: they communicate 
by signs, and in the gregarious species these signs 
may be intricate and subtle: we are by no means 
sure we know all about them. But in general we 
may say that the language of animals is a lan¬ 
guage of interjections. There is a call which im¬ 
plies “Danger”; a call which implies “Food,” etc. 
An interjection or exclamation gives a total mean¬ 
ing in a single sign. 

Human language establishes signs for frag- 
ments of meaning. A word is a sign for an object 
which, in general, only serves to make up a com¬ 
plete meaning when set with other words. The 
units of human language are combined and re¬ 
combined in various ways to make sentences. And 
the declarative sentence itself is not, for action, 
a complete meaning. The proposition, “The prai¬ 
rie is on fire,” strongly suggests action, but does 
not define it. It leaves open the possible question, 
“What to do,” and thus a possible variety of 
suggestions and a clash of judgment. Thus the 
exclamation “Fire!” conveys a more complete 
meaning than the sentence; for it assumes an ap¬ 
propriate action and intends to summon it. The 
declarative sentence, so far as I can judge, has 
no existence in animal language. -Human language 
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is analytical ; it allows the poise of intellect in the 
abeyance of action. Animal language is total: in 
it knowledge and active-attitude are unseparate. 
It directs the communal operations of instinct: it 
is at once announcement and command. In b riefs 
is.jhe J^ngui^ of feeling; and feeling thus 
appears as undifferentiaied mentality. 

Psychology has for some time been critical of 
that division of mental powers which treated in¬ 
tellect, feeling, and will as three distinct and co¬ 
ordinate functions. It has pointed out that feel¬ 
ing, as emotional disturbance, is the beginning of 
action, and so merges with will. This is seen with 
especial clearness in the case of those feelings 
which are closely associated with instincts. The 
feeling of fear is the early stage of those reac¬ 
tions which lead to flight or concealment. The 
feeling of anger is the incipient form of hostility. 
But it is equally true that these feelings emerge 
insensibly from the cognition or knowledge which 
(as the ‘stimulus’) calls forth the reaction. Fear' 
and anger contain a keen and heightened aware¬ 
ness of unfavorable situations. We cannot there¬ 
fore hand over the feelings to the active phase of 
the mind to the exclusion of the cognitive or 
knowing phase. Feeling partakes of both char¬ 
acters: it is a disturbing knowledge; it is a recog¬ 
nition that the world is unbalanced and calls for 
action; it is an idea moving toward an act of will. 
Feeling, then, we shall regard as neither coordi- 
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nate with intellect and will, nor merged with will, 
but as the simpler state of mind from which in¬ 
tellect and will are differentiated: 


Feeling 


Intellect 

Will 


86. We do not, of course, say that animals are 
devoid of intellect. Still less do we say that hu¬ 
man beings are comparatively weak in feeling. On 
the contrary, in spite of the fact that intellect and 
will play a proportionately larger role in human 
life than in animal life, feeling is a large factor 
in every man’s conduct,—in some, perhaps the 
chief factor. And the character of feeling which 
now concerns us is that 


- Wherever there is feeling, there is cognition, 

that is to say, some knowledge or judgment about 
the objective world. 

The truth of this we have just noticed with re¬ 
gard to fear and anger, as feelings closely con¬ 
nected with instinct. Both fear and anger may be 
based on fictitious or imaginary grounds. But the 
point is that whoever experiences these emotions 
believes certain judgments to be true; destroy the 
belief and you destroy the emotion. One has to 
know something to be angry,—^to recognize some¬ 
thing as an injury, a menace, an affront: a man 
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may be too wise to be angry, he may also be too 
stupid. Anger contains knowledge of some sort. 
The same is true of more general feelings, such 
as melancholy, laughter, sympathy. 

Laughter is highly cognitive: it is impossible 
unless there is a certain rapid concentration of 
knowledge, as in “seeing the point” of a joke. 
Laughter engages one’s entire view of the world; 
but to excite laughter this view must work in¬ 
stantaneously and unlaboriously. Hence satire— 
an unlabored application of philosophy—is often 
the most effective form of criticism; and Shaftes¬ 
bury wisely demanded that all good things should 
be able to endure the “test of ridicule” and come 
through unhurt. If America has any peculiar phi¬ 
losophy of the method of knowledge, it is not 
pragmatism: it is rather the belief that insight is 
better than argument; and that insight can be 
condensed in wit. Wit is finding the shortest way 
to the point; and laughter is the joy of release. 

Sympathy, as feeling with another, contains 
the true knowledge of the other’s state of mind. 
The unsympathetic person is blind to some of the 
important facts of the world. If intellect is “cold” 
it is not merely because it lacks emotional color: 
it is because it lacks truth. The cold or unfeeling 
individual is somewhere stupid or dense. 

In sum, feeling appears to contain some essen¬ 
tial element of truth, needful in our adjustment 
to reality. 
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87* Now we are concerned with possible sources 
of metaphysical knowledge. Why, then, turn back 
to that primitive type of knowledge contained in 
feeling which man has in common with lower ani¬ 
mals? Intellect, as the capacity for analysis and 
invention, no doubt represents an advance. But 
feeling, as the total response to the total situation, 
may have its advantages which ought not to he 
lost in this advance. 

We know that the instincts of animals—^without 
indulging in any superstitious wonder about them 
—often show an extraordinary keenness in sens¬ 
ing the environment: their perceptions frequently 
surpass our own and leave us puzzled as to ‘‘how 
they know.” Bergson’s interest is attracted by the 
canny conduct of the insect world. (See his discus¬ 
sion of instinct and intelligence in Creative Evo¬ 
lution, ch. ii, in which he quotes from Fabre, 
Peckham on Wasps, and others.) Animals pre¬ 
sumably have no theories; but in the feeling- 
knowledge which accompanies instinct there must 
be a prevailingly true sense of situations—other¬ 
wise the instinctive life would not be successful. 
“L’action ne saurait se mouvoir dans I’irreel” 
(L’evolution creatrice, p. iv). 

Now each separate instinct, as food-getting, 
nest-building, migrating, is occupied not with the 
whole environment, but with some fraction of it. 
But all the specific instincts are branches of a 
total instinct, the orientation of the animal to- 
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ward its life-task. This total or root-instinct may 
be called, with Schopenhauer, the will to live: it 
may better be called the will to do one’s living 
well, to realize the idea of the species in one’s own 
career.* To this instinct there corresponds a feel¬ 
ing of the total environment of life: it may prop¬ 
erly be called the sense of reality. 

May it be possible that this feeling, presumably 

very vague in the animal world, and yet definite 

enough to sustain the vital effort of the creature, 

may become in the human being a valuable organ 

of knowledge.? May it be that this “total response 

to the total situation” ought to accompany and 

supplement all the efforts of the intellect.? It is 

this that intuitionists believe. 

* On the unity of instinct, see Hocking, Human Nature, chapters 
ix-xi. 



Chapter XII 

THE APPEAL TO INTUITION 

88. Reliance on intuition in metaphysics is 
more ancient than reliance on intellect. The earli¬ 
est sages announce to mankind not what they are 
ready to prove, but what they see. As “seers,” 
their teachings are dogmatic. Confucius sees, and 
states dogmatically, that “The good man forms 
a triad with Heaven and Earth”; Buddha sees, 
and states dogmatically, that “the craving for in¬ 
dividuality is the source of suffering.” Religious 
“revelation” is the dogmatic statement of what 
the prophet has caught sight of: it is his ‘vision.’ 

And the beginnings of non-religious metaphysi¬ 
cal thought are of the same sort: the effort to 
‘think,’ or to contemplate, is often simply an ef¬ 
fort to see, i. e., to adjust the instrument, to get 
rid of distraction, to concentrate the mind, so 
^that seeing takes place. The famous doctrine of 
j^hales in which Greek philosophy takes its begin¬ 
ning, that “all things are manifestations of one 
thing; and that one thing is like water,” was pre¬ 
sumably an announcement of an intuition, rather 
than a result of demonstration such as Thales 
used in geometry. It was the vision of a thinking 
mind, but none the less an intuitio|i. 
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Since intuition is the oldest source of meta¬ 
physics,, it is natural that as philosophy became 
more and more a matter of intellect and reason, 
any dissatisfaction with reason should provoke a 
resort to intuition. An age of scepticism, we said, 
is likely to bring about some expression of prag¬ 
matism: it is still more likely to evoke the intui- 
tionist. And it frequently happens in the history 
of philosophy that a thinker, after having gone 
as far as his reason will take him, relies on intui¬ 
tion for his final reach of truths Thus Plato (Sym¬ 
posium, 211; The Republic, 515, 532-535) re¬ 
gards the ‘dialectic’ as a progressive rational 
enquiry destined to usher the mind to a direct 
vision of reality. 

89. In the Middle Ages, the chief source of 
metaphysical truth was commonly defined as 
faith;,and philosophy, as a work of the intellect, 
was frequently regarded as merely an auxiliary 
support to faith, the “handmaid of theology.” 
This faith was a direct aj)prehension of truth, 
whether on the part of the one who originally re¬ 
ceives the authoritative revelation, or on the part 
of the believer who appropriates it; it was a form 
of intuition. 

It is true—as pragmatism has pointed out— 
that faith was regarded as a virtue, and so im¬ 
plied an act of will: one must have the loyal re¬ 
solve to accept the truth and act upon it, else he 
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will not find it. But it is also true that what this 
faithful will seeks is not a resolve: it is a percep¬ 
tion or insight. ‘‘Faith is the substance of things 
hoped for, the becoming evident of things not seen 
(with the physical eye).” Faith is thus an intui¬ 
tion ; and while its discoveries could never be con¬ 
trary to reason, they might well be beyond reason. 

90. If distrust of reason leads to an appeal to 
intuition, an excessive confidence in reason will 
provoke the same appeal by way of protest. 

Never was “Reason” more generally and en¬ 
thusiastically trusted than in the France of the 
Enlightenment. And it was this very Age of Rea¬ 
son which gave birth to Rousseau^ the apostle of 
feeling. Repelled by the prevalent mechanical ac¬ 
count of human nature as a physically regulated 
procession of ideas, he rejected the method of 
thought which solemnly brought forward such a 
caricature as a true portrait. The feeling of indi^ 
viduality within us, he thought, would give us a 
better truth: intuition shows us our own minds 
not as fabrics of ideas spun out on a loom of ne¬ 
cessity, but as spontaneous and unitary agents of 
sentiment and will. - ' / 

Germany also had its apostle of intuition, dur¬ 
ing this same period, in the person of 
H. Jacobi, 1743-1819), sometimes called the 
“faith-philosopher.” He was stirred to protest by 
the philosophy of Spinoza, the purest of ration- 
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alists: it seemed to him that the unaided intellect 
must necessarily lead to atheism and fatalism, be¬ 
cause in its own nature it can only deal with finite 
and partial objects, putting them into systematic 
connection, but is unable to get the raw material 
of truth, particularly the truth about the whole 
of things. A God who could be proved would be no 
God at all: for intellectual knowledge is a sort of 
mastery or taking possession, and the supreme 
being cannot be thus mastered. Metaphysical 
truth must be reag||^||, not by the ‘mediate’ knowl¬ 
edge of ideas, but by immediate perception. 
Jacobi called this direct knowledge Glaube^ faitlx: 
it is what we mean by intuition. criti¬ 

cism of Spinoza, he was prepared to meet the ag¬ 
nosticism of Kant’s first Critique by recommend¬ 
ing the intuitive way of knowing in metaphyil^cs. 

91. But Kant himself came very near to recog¬ 
nizing what Jacobi meant by faith, and what we 
mean by intuition. In his second Critique he had 
touched the vein of pragmatism,—belief by the 
necessity of the moral will. In his third and in 
many ways his greatest Critique (The Critique 
of Judgment, 1790) he comes to a view that be¬ 
lief may be grounded on the necessities of feeling. 

But here, as usual, Kant strikes a new note. 
For the feelings he has in mind are our (esthetic 
feelings, our sense of the beautiful and the fit. 
And his proposition is that these feelings are a 
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form of ‘‘judgment’’ (Urteilskraft) : they imply 
some knowledge or discernment, which it is the 
business of his study to ferret out. He comes to 
.the conclusion that our feeling of the fit and 
worthful in nature is due to the presence of organic 
life^ which we can only think of as a product of 
some teleological principle. (See Watson, Selec¬ 
tions from Kant, 307-349). So Kant asserts that 
our feeling of deference to and regard for living 
nature is a dim recognition of some metaphysical 
background of life, which we might term God. 

But Kant hesitates to give free rein to this in¬ 
tuition. He speculates (§ 77) on the possibility 
that some higher type of mind might possess an 
‘intellectual perception’ which, so far from con¬ 
firming this teleological judgment, would dispense 
with it! He admits feeling into metaphysics only 
to shut it out again. But he had let fall a sug¬ 
gestion eagerly adopted by some of his succes¬ 
sors, notably Schelling and Schopenhauer. 

92. Schopenhauer’s entire system of philoso¬ 
phy is based on the belief that while the sc icnti% ^ 
i ntellects only presents us with the surface of 
things,—appearances, phenomena, set in an un¬ 
derstandable connection with each other, we have 
^^n immediate or intuitive knowledge pf reality in.. 
ohr own minds, and know this reality to be of the 
nature of will. He taught, furthermore, that by a 
discipline of art, altruism, and ascetic self-sac- 
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rifice, the mind of the race might eventually be 
brought to the ultimate intuition of the vanity of 
existence and reabsorption in the cosmic will. 
(Rand, Modern Classical Philosophers, pp. 639- 
644, and 670-671.) 

But it is Schelling (1775-1854) who most com¬ 
pletely grasped and used the Kantian suggestion 
that our aesthetic sense may contain a perception 
of the ultimate truth of things, that the genius of 
the artist is a gateway to metaphysical knowledge, 
and “art the organon of philosophy.” (Rand, pp. 
544-546.) 

Unfortunately, Schelling’s views on this point 
were neglected, and Schopenhauer’s pessimism at¬ 
tracted greater interest than his doctrine of in¬ 
tuition. The nineteenth century, under the spell 
of an advancing naturalism, was inclined to see 
in intuition nothing but another name for uncon¬ 
trolled imagination. Its alliance with art was gen¬ 
erally regarded as an alliance with irresponsible, 
literary dilettantism in philosophy. Schelling was 
one of the Romanticists. It is only through the 
work of Bergson in our own day that the method 
of intuition once more receives a respectful hear¬ 
ing. For Bergson unites in himself the scientific 
care of the student of mathematics with the sensi¬ 
bility of poetic insight. 



Chapter XIII 


BERGSON 

93. Henri Bergson (1859— ) conceived in 

his* student days at the Ecole Normale at Paris 
an ambition to reach an accurate understanding 
of the fundamental concepts of physics,—time, 
space, matter, motion, force, energy. He was led, 
in the pursuit of this aim, to a discovery which 
turned the current of his life, namely, that the 
time which enters into physical equations is not 
real time; and that real time is to be known, not 
by the measuring and standardizing intellect, but 
by a direct perception of the passage of our inner 
life. This direct perception he afterward gave the 
name of intuition. 

' This was an intellectual conversion for him, be¬ 
cause it meant an escape from naturalism. It ap¬ 
peared to him, as it had appeared to Jacobi, that 
naturalism and determinism are results of intel¬ 
lectual method; but that something is missed by 
this method. Real time is missed. And the real 
self is also missed; for the real self lives in the 
flow of time: its states are not strung along in 
causal succession, but interpenetrate, carry their 
past with them in such wise that each one involves 
the whole self. The life of the self is thus not me- 
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chanically determined. This important result 
Bergson announced in his first book, Time and 
Free Will (Les donnees immediates de la con¬ 
science, 1889.) This emancipation Bergson has 
been able to communicate to many others. One 
commentator says of him that he is the first to 
make an effective breach in the defences of nat¬ 
uralism. His weapon is the generalized method of 
intuition. 

94. The importance of Bergson lies in the fact 
that he tries to give an exact definition to the 
elusive method of intuition and to indicate the 
wide range of objects to which it applies. He states 
his view of intuition best in the article (190tS) 
which is translated as ‘introduction to meta¬ 
physics.” 

He makes it clear that intuition is not the “feel¬ 
ing sure” of some proposition or other. It is per- 

I ception of an actually present object. It is an ex¬ 
tension of “sense perception” to the region be- 
lyond sense: it might be called simply perception 
I of what is invisible and intangible but neverthe- 
! less actual. Thus, time cannot be perceived by the 
senses; yet time, according to Bergson, can be 
perceived by intuition. 

What objects, then, can intuition perceive.? Mo¬ 
tion and all forms of change; for time enters into 
their constitution. The self. Living beings beyond 
self, animals, other persons*—whatever can be an 
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j object of ‘‘sympathetic intelligence.” Further, 
fragments of life tliat have life in them, and prod¬ 
ucts of life; books, characters of drama, acts of 
skill. Possibly, as a rare and extreme achievement, 
the central pulse of the life of the world in its 
unity,—for Bergson believes that there is such a 
thing, the vital impetus or elan vital. 

Can we give a general definition of these ob¬ 
jects.'^ They must be objects which have an ‘in- 
" side’ and an ‘outside’; for intuition perceives them 
inwardly, while intellect judges them outwardly. 
They must be objects which have a complex as¬ 
pect and a simple aspect: for intellect analyzes 
them, while intuition grasps them simply and as a 
unit. They are all objects, then, which have some 
i organic character, binding a manifold into a 
unity; and conversely, all such objects can be 
known by intuition. 

95. But what are the defects of the intellect. 
which prevent it from attaining an adequate 
knowledge of these objects? They have been 
touched upon from time to time: let us assemble 
them. 

(1) Intellectual knowledge is external. 

The intellect approaches an object from out¬ 
side, i.e., from other objects, and considers it as 
like these others or different from them. I see a 
palm for the first time: I am undecided whether 
it is a tree or a vegetable; in either case I am try- 
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ing to think of it in terms of other objects I am 
acquainted with. I will end by classifying it, 
knowing it by its resemblance to other trees, 
bringing it under the concept^ tree. The concept 
is the typical achievement of intellectual knowl¬ 
edge. But evidently one can sec likenesses, and 
make concepts, without getting any intimate sense 
of the life of the tree. 

(2) Intellectual knowledge is relative. 

To know a thing by way of its likeness to some¬ 
thing else is to know it in relation to that other 
thing. It is also to know it in relation to inter¬ 
est which led me to see that likeness. I am inter¬ 
ested in foliage; and so I observe that a palm, 
having foliage, is like other trees. But if I am a 
wood-cutter or a lumber merchant, I am more 
likely to class the palm with the vegetables, for 
I can make no wood of it. Every concept or class 
thus represents a ^point of view,’ a particular in¬ 
terest. Like the publisher’s concept of a book as a 
commodity having a good or bad sale, it does not 
pretend to know the book as it is, but only in re¬ 
lation to a certain interest. It is thus a relative 
and not an absolute knowledge. 

(When, as in this case, the interest is prac¬ 
tical, the resulting knowledge may be said to be 
pragmatic. The book is to the publisher what it 
does for him; and his idea is true if it works. To 
Bergson, the whole of physical science has a prac¬ 
tical motive: we consider the world with the ques- 
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tion, how can I move in it, construct and control 
things in it. Hence the concepts of physical sci¬ 
ence are pragmatic. This explains why Bergson 
is sometimes counted among the pragmatists; but 
it is evident that this is not the characteristic as¬ 
pect of his philosophy.) 

(3) Intellectual knowledge is abstract and par- 
tial. Any point of view is one among an indefinite 
number of possible points of view; and the truth 
that can be got from any one of them is but a part 
of the whole truth. 

I may conceive the cherry as a fruit, from the 
point of view of a botanist or of a cook. From that 
of a painter, it may be a bit of still life or of 
decoration. To a small boy, it may be classed 
among the projectiles or the pigments. It is all of 
these things, and more. Any one of these concepts 
gives a ruinously incomplete knowledge of the 
cherry. 

In another sense the very outlining of the ob¬ 
ject is an abstraction: for the living cherry can 
only be understood as a part of the life of the 
cherry-tree. As conceived it is cut out, decoupee, 
from the environment in which alone it is itself. 

(4) Intellectual knowledge represents its ob¬ 
jects as static and therefore dead. 

It is essential to the concept that it remain the 
same forever. A meaning cannot change its mean¬ 
ing without becoming some other meaning; that 
is, it cannot change. Trees may change, but the 
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idea of a tree is permanent. The concept there¬ 
fore cannot do justice to the changing thing. To 
comprehend motion, it tries to assemble states of 
rest. To comprehend life, it tries to catch fixed 
units and laws. It must fail. ‘‘Tous les cadres cra- 
quent” (Ev. Cr. p. ii). 

(5) In sum, intellect analyzes^ and cannot re¬ 
compose. It can dismember the organism, but it 
cannot from the parts restore the living whole. 

96. In all these respects, intuition is the pre¬ 
cise counterpart of intellect. It therefore succeeds 
where intellect fails. In particular, it is the spe¬ 
cific answer to the troubles arising from the ‘‘rela¬ 
tivity of knowledge”; for it dispenses with points 
of view, comparisons, special interests, and seeks ^ 
an immediate rapport with the object in its own 
being. Its knowledge may therefore be described 
as immediate and absolute. 

IntuiHbn also promises to settle the dispute be¬ 
tween the empiricist and the rationalist. For both 
of these employ the intellectual method. The em¬ 
piricist in studying a living thing, say the self, 
reports it as made up of a multitude of ‘states’: 
he thinks he is reporting pure observation, but he 
is the victim of his analytical intelligence. The 
rationalist asserts the unity of the self; but unity 
as an idea of reason is merely an abstract numer¬ 
ical quality which the self would have in common 
with a post or a stone. Both are relative truths; 
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and both can only contribute to a true knowledge 
of the self when they yield to intuition, which 
alone is capable of getting beneath these generali¬ 
ties what is uniqtie in the living individual. 

So far, Bergson’s doctrine of intuition: we have 
now to test it. 



Chapter XIV 


INTUITIONISM EXAMINED 

97. The question which intuitionism puts to iiji 
is plain: can we human beings have a direct per¬ 
ception of anything beyond what the senses show 
us: and if so, how much? Let us test the claim of 
the intuitionist in two cases: knowledge of the self, 
and knowledge of continuity. 

Self-knowledge is perhaps the best case for in¬ 
tuition. For we certainly do not perceive our 
minds by the bodily senses. And yet it seems evi¬ 
dent that we do perceive them. To Descartes the 
most certain of all knowledge is the knowledge “I 
exist”: for if I try to doubt my existence, I must 
know that I doubt; and to doubt, I must exist. 
Knowledge of myself seems to be present with all 
knowledge of other objects. If I observe “the clock 
ticks,” a completer statement of my experience 
would be “I hear the clock ticking”: I am aware 
of the clock, but also aware of my hearing, and 
aware of myself as the being who hears. 

But just this direct self-knowledge has been 
subject to searching question. Hume, seeking for 
a “self,” cannot find it, but only aTsSream of im¬ 
pressions : and Kant so far corroborates his report 
as to say that the self, as the subject of knowl- 
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edge, can never be an object. If I say, per¬ 
ceive myself,^’ I claim to be at once the observer, 
and the object observed: but the self must be al¬ 
ways the observer, and what is observed must be 
something else. The self, thinks Kant, is a logi¬ 
cally necessary centre of reference for the various 
experiences of the same person: for he can always 
annex to those experiences the phrase ‘T think,” 
‘‘I hear,” “I see,” and the various grammatical 
subjects refer to the same Ego. But while the Ego 
thus infers the existence of the Ego (and here 
Hume was wrong), the Ego never catches sight of 
the Ego. Hume’s difficulty was, as one critic re¬ 
marked, the natural one of a man who goes out 
of his house, and looking in at the window, reports 
that he cannot find himself at home. It is not in the 
, nature of the self to perceive itself. 

These doubts have been elaborated in our own 
time by various thinkers, among them Charles 
Peirce and Josiah Royce. (The World and the 
Individual, II, pp. 253 ff.; The Problem of Chris¬ 
tianity, vol. II, pp. 61 ff., 138 f.). Royce puts the 
case radically: ‘‘Never do I observe myself” (W. 
and I, ii, 265) ; “Common sense does not in the 
least know, when it appeals to the self, whom it is 
addressing.” Royce bases his judgment on the 
perplexities of experience in trying to judge our¬ 
selves; in knowing the boundaries of our self,— 
where the self stops and the not-self begins; in 
knowing what kind we are,—for our friends often 
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know us better than ourselves, and we get our self 
estimates largely through reflection from their 
opinions of us; in knowing our own identity other 
than through external things such as places and 
duties. Royce believes that just as we reach a 
knowledge of other persons by interpreting the 
signs they give us, so we reuch a knowledge of our¬ 
selves, reading a thousand signs that come to us, 
chiefly through social experience, showing what 
sort of person we are. 

98. Just self-judgment is difficult; and few 
achieve it. But it is possible to be entirely sure 
that an object exists, and to be aware of it, with¬ 
out being able to describe accurately its qualities 
and limits. The uncertainties we suffer from in 
regard to ourselves are largely doubts about how 
we should be classed or measured with reference 
to others: do we rate as clever or stupid, as indus¬ 
trious or lazy, as reliable or shifty?—^these are 
questions of comparison, of ‘concepts,’ the busi¬ 
ness of the intellect not of intuition. The fact that 
the intellect is in difficulties should not be held to 
discredit the immediate sense of our own being. 

Those who doubt self-knowledge indirectly con¬ 
firm it. Any one who asserts that the knower is 
different from the object known must know both 
of them in order to be sure of the distinction, and 
must therefore know the knower. Any one who 
says we may be mistaken in judging our own 



198 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

quality must have some standard of judging the 
mistake* He is like some one who says a transla¬ 
tion is in error; but that nobody knows the origi¬ 
nal: he refutes his own statement. Any one who 
asserts that the self is not the same from day to 
day and from company to company asserts that 
it grows and changes; and thereby confesses that 
he can identify it as the same self.* 

We hold that the intuitionist is right, so far as 
the self is concerned: we have a direct knowledge 
of our own Ego—in spite of the miracle by which 
knower and known are the same—and this knowl¬ 
edge is the original by which all false judgments 
must be corrected. The last authority on one’s 
own likes and dislikes, pleasures and pains, is 
himself! 

99. We accept the positive doctrine of the in¬ 
tuitionist,—intuition exists: it gives us certain 
necessary knowledge (just how much it gives us 
beside self-knowledge we have still to enquire). 
But how is it with his negative doctrine,—the doc¬ 
trine that the intellect cannot know these things? 
To test this let us take the case of continuous 
change. 

Bergson holds that change, like time itself, is 
broken up by the intellect into discontinuous 
parts; and that these cannot be fused by the in- 

* Bennett* C. A. Bergson’s Doctrine of Intuition in Philosophical 
iieview. January. lOlfi. 
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tellect into the original whole, which only intui¬ 
tion can give us. His favorite illustration is that 
of motion and the kinematograph. I think we may 
understand this best by enquiring how we know 
continuity in general, the kind of continuity that 
is illustrated by a continuous straight line or an 
unbroken surface as web as by an unremitting 
motion. 

When we undertake to say what we mean by 

describing a line A-B as continuous, we are 

apt to speak in negatives: there are no gaps in it. 
To describe it positively, we may imagine a point 
moving from A to B: and then if we ask what we 
mean by saying that its motion is continuous, we 
return to the line and say that it covers in its 
journey all the points on the line. To the intellect, 
the continuity of the line is to be defined in terms 
of its points, of which there are an infinite num¬ 
ber ; and the question is, how shall we describe the 
setting of those points, each of which occupies a 
zero length of the line, so that together they will 
constitute the whole line. 

Suppose that we fill the line in this way: set a 
point C midway between A and B; and then mid¬ 
way between each of the two new pairs, set an¬ 
other; and continue, according to the rule that 
midway between every pair of points there shall 
be one other point. This will evidently define an 
indefinite number of points; and the line might 
appear to be filled. But it is not. 



TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


200 

To show this, take another line A'-B' whose 

length is the diagonal of the square on AB; and 
for every point set between A and B, set a point on 
A'B', in the same proportionate position. There 
will then be an infinitude of points on A'B'. Now 
if AB is superimposed on A'B', with A on A', 
none of the other points on AB will touch any of 
the points on A^B\ That is, we have found an in¬ 
finitude of points not included in AB which al¬ 
ready has an infinitude of points in it. And we 
could find other infinitudes by taking other lines 
whose ratio to the original line is some irrational 
number. 

We must therefore try other modes of defining 
the series of points. Mathematicians have tried 
this; Dedekind and Cantor have found ways of 
defining series of points in such wise that there 
are no gaps in the line, no chance to cut it between 
the points. We need not follow these definitions (B. 
Russell, Introduction to Mathematical Philoso¬ 
phy, ch. X, gives a brief outline of the subject). 
But we have to ask the question. How does the 
mathematician know when he has succeeded.^ It 
can only be because he knows what he means by 
a continuum, namely, ‘‘all the points on the line.” 
He must have a concept of continuity, quite as 
much as he has a concept of a point: it may even 
be that the concept of the continuum is the sim¬ 
pler of the two. 

In the same way, if we attempt to analyze con- 
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tinuous motion, and discover that an infinite aeries 
of states of rest does not agree with what we mean, 
it can only be because we have a concept of con¬ 
tinuous motion as a standard. 

100. We conclude that the intellect cannot be 
excluded from the knowledge of change. Verbs 
and adverbs are ^concepts’ in the same right as 
nouns and adjectives. ‘Running’ is the concept of 
a certain kind of motion; ‘melting’ of a certain 
kind of change: these are general ideas with many 
instances and varieties. 

The concept is changeless in the sense that run¬ 
ning must always mean running and not walking, 
creeping, flying . . . but it is not the less the 
concept of a change, and the permanence of the 
concept does not make our idea of change ‘static’ 
or inadequate to the living fact. 

101. The intuitionist is mistaken in trying to 
define a region into which the intellect cannot 
come. For in defining that region, he makes a con¬ 
cept of it, and the intellect has already entered it. 

After all, the intellect is not a separate organ 
of the mind. Both intuition and the intellect are 
^ the mind in action: intuition recognizing the pres^ 
'cnce of objects, intellect defining what they are. 
They are inseparable. They constitute a working- 
pair. 

They might be distinguished as perception of 
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whole and perception of parts; perception of the 
object for itself and perception of its relations; 
perception of the unique in the object, and per¬ 
ception of the qualities it has in common with oth¬ 
ers. And since we are likely to forget the whole in 
attending to the parts, it is needful, from time to 
time, to be recalled to our intuitions. 

But normally speaking, we do not forget the 
whole when we consider the parts; and therefore 
our analyses need not present us with dead ob¬ 
jects which we cannot restore to life. A scientific 
knowledge of the world is not hostile to the 
growth of poetry; nor does a knowledge of anat¬ 
omy detract from the painter’s intuitive appre¬ 
ciation of the living body. The artist is the better, 
not the worse, for his science and his analyses. In 
every one, the art of living consists in keeping 
intuition and intellect together. 



Chapter XV 


ESTIMATE OF INTUITIONISM 

102. The great achievement of intuitionism is 
that it restores our confidence in our power to 
know the real nature of the world we live in. It 
answers agnosticism. 

Agnosticism and pragmatism agree in the as¬ 
sumption that behind the appearances there is 
some unknowable or inaccessible reality. Intui¬ 
tionism holds that even if reality is in some sense 
‘behind’ the appearances, as life may be said to be 
behind the manifestations of life, yet there is 
nothing essentially concealed from us by the ‘rela¬ 
tivity of knowledge’: we may have direct percep¬ 
tion of reality as it is, in ‘sympathetic intelligence’ 
or intuition. 

103. This is evidently an immense claim,— 
long stride from the cautious curbing of knowl¬ 
edge in Hume, Kant, Spencer and their like. Has 
intuition, then, any metaphysical results to its 
credit? Has it anything to report about the na¬ 
ture of reality? 

Perception, of course, is an individual matter. 
And different individuals may perceive different 
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things about the world: the intuitions of different 
minds need not be identical. We cannot, therefore, 
say that intuition, as a way of knowing, carries 
with it any specific metaphysical doctrine, any 
more than pragmatism carries with it a specific 
doctrine. 

But inasmuch as certain intuitionists, and Berg¬ 
son in particular, have given a fairly full con¬ 
ceptual account of their results, we may take these 
results as illustrative of what the intuition of 
other observers may be able to verify. 

104. Bergson has, in the first place, something 
to report about the nature of life. 

It is the nature of life to ‘endure,’ that is, to 
carry its past along with it, to remember. (This 
is a peculiar use of the word endure; for it would 
not apply to rocks and atoms which we commonly 
think of as enduring, because they do not carry 
their past with them.) Life thus accumulates with 
time, like a snowball; and accordingly it meets 
every succeeding moment with a different self. 
On this account there can be (for a living being) 
no repetition of ‘the same thing’: the second ap¬ 
pearance of the event is met with the memory of 
the first and is therefore something different. The 
second experience may be better (as when we hear 
a piece of music for the second time) or worse (as 
when the repetition of the drama, the plot being 
known, loses the element of suspense) : in any case 
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it is something new. Life confers novelty on all its 
faces. The very laws of history cease to be true on 
being known. And the new meaning brings a new 
reaction, an experiment. Life is thus in its own 
nature creative: and evolution itself may be con¬ 
sidered the result of an experimental vital im¬ 
pulse. (Creative Evoluticii, ch. i.) 

A 105. It is implied in the above, as a second re¬ 
sult, that life is free^ not mechanically determined. 
Tl^will is free. Likewise, everything that has life 
in it is free, in the sense that what it does from 
moment to moment is determined from within, by 
its own spontaneous and novel activity, and not 
from outside, by the necessity expressed in physi¬ 
cal laws. 

A mechanical law can apply only to repeatable 
events: when the cause happens, the effect fol¬ 
lows,—^when the temperature falls, water freezes, 
and the like. Then whatever in the nature of the 
case is unique, unlike anything that ever hap¬ 
pened before, and unrepeatable, gives ‘law’ no 
foothold. Further, a law, “when the cause hap¬ 
pens, the effect follows,” requires that we can 
clearly distinguish cause and effect: the fall of 
the axe is one event, the splitting of the wood a 
subsequent and clearly different event. But in life, 
and particularly in mental life, there is no such 
clear separation of past and present: the past re¬ 
mains with the present, the so-called mental 
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‘states’ interpenetrate, and causality loses its 
meaning. (Time and Free Will, ch. iii.) 

There are, of course, psychological ‘laws’ in 
the sense that there are some tendencies to regu¬ 
larity in the way our minds work. Much of this 
regularity is created by the mind itself, in the 
form of habit. Habit may be called an acquired 
mechanism. And evidently, if a mind becomes a 
‘slave of habit’ it may fall a victim to the mecha¬ 
nisms it has itself created. But the purpose of habit 
is to get a mechanical way of responding to a 
mechanical situation, as in walking, the daily rou¬ 
tine, and all technique; so that the mind is left 
free to deal with whatever is not mechanical in the 
world, in its own novel way. Thus life fights me¬ 
chanical nature with mechanical weapons in the 
interest of greater freedom. 

106. Finally, Bergson suggests that reality in 
its whole extent is living. We have been speaking 
as if the world were divided into two parts, the 
living and the mechanical; and as if these were 
distinct and somewhat hostile principles. This is 
‘dualism.’ The naturalist reduces this dualism to 
a monism by deriving life from the physical. Berg¬ 
son reduces it to a monism by the opposite route; 
he derives the physical from life. In so doing, he 
approaches the view of idealism which we shall 
shortly consider. 

How can the physical world be derived from 
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life? We have seen that habit—which is mechan¬ 
ical—is derived from life. Imagine this process 
extended to the background of space, matter and 
natural law which habit assumes as existing (Cre¬ 
ative Evolution, chapter iii). All free action re¬ 
quires a material to which it imparts form: the 
painter requires his canvas and colors, having 
their own reliable natures or ‘habits’; the poet re¬ 
quires his words and his alphabet. It is impos¬ 
sible that the letters and words should assemble 
themselves by natural laws to make a poem, or 
that the colors and canvas should combine them¬ 
selves into a picture. These products are created 
forms, products of freedom, like any act of the 
will. But once made, they leave a certain amount 
of new matter behind them, in the sense that the 
poet develops a new word, line, meter, or the 
painter a new method, which becomes a part of the 
material resource of his successors. By extending 
this rude analogy, it is possible to consider the 
entire material cosmos as a deposit of universal 
life, a record, so to speak, of growing intelligence. 

In trying the difficult task of showing how the 
physical world is derived from life, Bergson is, of 
course, going beyond what intuition can give him, 
and entering the realm of intellectual explana¬ 
tion. All that intuition could give would be the 
simple dogma: Life is the reality behind-matter; 
matter depends on life. The theory of how matter 
can be imagined to originate is, after all, less im- 
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portant than this intuition, which, if it is true, is 
the refutation of naturalism. 


107. It appears, then, that intuition is or 
promises to be fertile in philosophical results: in¬ 
deed, it may set up a good claim to be our most 
important mode of knowledge in every aspect of 
experience. For if everything that has life in it 
must be known by intuition; and if everything 
that exists has to be traced to life as its ultimate 
/reality; then nothing can be truly known until it 
is known intuitively. 

Let us set up a few propositions about the place 
of intuition in knowledge, supplementing our for¬ 
mer conclusions. We recognized that intuition 
and intellect always go together. We must now 
recognize that they are mixed in very different 
proportions in different parts of our knowledge, 
and that intuition has a certain initiative of its 


own which is indispensable to good judgment. 

^ (a) Knowledge begins with intuition; and in- 
/tuition is always ahead. 

We do not know living things, persons, by be¬ 
ginning (as empiricism suggests) with the parts 
and building up the whole: we perceive the whole 
from the beginning. Knowledge grows in detail; 
and the detail can be placed because the frame of 
the whole is there to place it. 

It is true that many of our intuitions are ac- 
.^quired. We ought to distinguish between original 
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intuitions (as of time, self, etc.) and acquired in- 
tuitions (as of tricks of skill, connoisseur ship, 
‘‘knowing horses” and the like). The latter are of 
the nature of induction: they consist in being ad¬ 
mitted to an inner knowledge of things after what 
Bergson calls a long acquaintance with their su¬ 
perficial manifestations. They are a winning of 
simplicity after much complexity. But these ac¬ 
quired intuitions are based on original intuitions, 
and could not exist without them. 

Intuition is always ahead of intellect, in the 
sense that living things, persons, social situations, 
human causes and interests, are always inexhaus¬ 
tible. A person may be intuitively perceived, but 
is never completely known, analyzed, or described 
in conceptual terms. Mental tests, depending on 
analysis, always leave out something important. 
There is no chart of personality in which men can 
be classified and graded. Psychologies which de¬ 
pend on analyzing the mind can give us true 
knowledge, but never complete knowledge; and 
perhaps the most important knowledge is that 
which eludes scientific treatment. In business, the 
gift of intuition is an indispensable element of 
foresight. In the movement of history, the prophet, 
the artist, the poet,—that is, the true ones,—see 
farther ahead than the plotters of historical 
curves. Philosophy is expressed in poetry and 
dogma long before it can be expressed in rational 
systems. 
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(b) Intuition is always in danger of getting 
lost. 

This is a simple corollary of the general rule 
that attention to the parts tends to obscure the 
whole. Details of law may blind the skilled jurist 
to the intuition of human justice. And this may be 
so prevalent an occupational defect that the com¬ 
mon citizen may come to dread the courts of law, 
as places in which justice only occasionally 
emerges, as it were, by accident from beneath-the 
mass of technicalities. The scholar may be buried 
in the meticulous, through zeal for his subject; 
and spend his life in adding one more to the list 
of Latin subjunctives, which the young Roman 
absorbed in the run of conversation. A friendship 
founded on intuitive perception or liking, a true 
intuition, may have to undergo a stage of criti¬ 
cism,—the mutual criticism of personal defects 
which intelligent acquaintance reveals: and a legal 
attitude to these defects may easily obscure the 
intuition and destroy the friendship. Every day’s 
work, by sharpening attention to detail, lowers 
the level of intuition, until fatigue brings with it 
a certain mechanical rigidity of outlook. 

In all such cases, there must be some way of 
recovering intuition, gaining fresh views of the 
whole: and this usually occurs in the normal 
rhythm of living, the alternation of work and 
play, of waking and sleeping, of the secular life 
and the life of worship (which is deliberate atten- 
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tion to affairs in their wholeness), of science and 
philosophy. These swings back to wholeness of 
view must be resorted to whenever it appears that 
more effort of the same kind does no good, but 
more litigation, more analysis, more distinctions, 
only sink us deeper in our defective apprehension. 

(c) But as intuition is helpless without intel¬ 
lect, it must always be accompanied and followed 
hy conceptual thinking. 

Intuition, if it tries to set up alone as a suffi¬ 
cient way of knowing, has three defects. It cannot 
define what it perceives; for a definition makes 
use of a concept. It cannot communicate what it 
perceives; for language is made of the common 
coin of concepts. It cannot defend its truth, nor 
distinguish true from false interpretation, with¬ 
out the aid and criticism of the intellect. 

There is always in the living facts of experi¬ 
ence a unique quality which concepts (depending 
as they do on likenesses and other relationships) 
never do justice to, which only intuition grasps, 
and which—at any moment—cannot be communi¬ 
cated. But there is nothing which in its nature 
excludes the effort to define, analyze, communi¬ 
cate : there is nothing so unique that it has not in 
it the universal quality which makes it susceptible 
to conception, to thought. 

The truth of intuitionism is thus no charter for 
laxity of thinking, or reliance on uncontrolled in¬ 
spiration. Genius does not consist solely in the 
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capacity for profound intuition: it consists in the 
capacity to express, i, e., to push the grasp of 
conceptual thought a stage farther into the elusive 
s^ubstance of life. Intuition is not wisdom; and in -1 
tellect is not wisdom: wisdom is the union of intui-j 
tion and intellect. 

We said that wherever there is feeling, there is. 
intuition. We now add. 

Wherever there is intuitiony there must he 
thought. We turn once more to types of meta¬ 
physics which are based at once on intuition and 
reason. 



TYPES OF METAPHYSICS AND 
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Chapter XVI 


DUALISM 

108. The quest of iniity, Bergson has pre¬ 
sented Reason in the role of an analyst, while in¬ 
tuition grasps wholeness or unity. What are we to 
make, then, of the often repeated statement that 
reason ‘^seeks unity” Is it possible that reason 
does both? 

Consider reason at work in classifying things, 
one of the first stages in getting scientific com¬ 
mand of the world. We put together things that 
are alike; and call them by the same name. Pre¬ 
sumably this is ‘^seeking unity”.? We bring cattle, 
deer, camels, sheep, goats, antelopes and various 
other animal groups together under the class- 
name ruminant: one idea comprehends them all. 
But what is the ground of this grouping.? Some 
single trait common to all these animals. They all 
have complex stomachs and chew the cud. This 
observation sounds like the result of analysis. Must 
we analyze in order to unify? 

Or consider reason at work in explaining 
events. Explaining is in some respects like class¬ 
ing; we bring many events under the same for¬ 
mula. Thus the release of energy in the body is 
explained as being the same sort of event as the 
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burning of fuel; they are both forms of oxidation. 
Oxidation in turn is one of many forms of the 
flow of energy whose laws in various fields may 
presumably be brought under a single law, the 
vastest generalization of science. In terms of this 
single law, all particular physical happenings 
would be explained. This is surely ‘‘seeking 
unity.” But in order to bring, let us say, the laws 
of heat and the laws of motion together, it is nec¬ 
essary to conceive heat as the motion of molecules. 
We are driven to smaller and smaller units in 
order to conceive all happenings as their behavior. 
We must analyze in order to unite. Reason does 
both; it is no mere analyst for the sake of analyz¬ 
ing : it certainly seeks unity. Its goal would be at¬ 
tained if some one law could be found which would 
explain all events; and some one substance could 
be found of which all things are various forms. Or 
rather, its goal would require that the substance 
and the law were themselves united in a single 
ultimate reality. 

109. But is there any guarantee that the world 
is such as to satisfy this aspiration of reason? 
Perhaps there is no one reality which explains 
everything. After our best efforts, is not the world 
a grouping of several distinct kinds of thing? 

The strict materialist would say: everything is 
matter. But does he not require, in addition, the 
8pa>ce in which his matter exists* the motion it has, 
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and the lime through which this motion takes 
place? Herbert Spencer, as we have noticed, used 
five ‘^ultimate scientific ideas,”—^space, time, mat¬ 
ter, motion, force,—and adds consciousness as an 
awkward something else. He speculated that all of 
these may be manifestations of one reality, whose 
best name is force, eneigy, power; but how this 
one reality accounts for space and time and con¬ 
sciousness remains obscure. Spencer aspires to a 
monism, but he only achieves a pluralism with a 
faint hope of unity in the unknown! 

To many minds—and some of them among the 
greatest—our best eifforts to understand things 
rationally arrive not at one reality, but at a pair 
of contrasting realities, such as mind and matter, 
‘—not at a monism, but at a dualism. 

110. Perhaps the oldest of all extant traditions, 
that which lies behind the great philosophies of 
China, thinks of the world in this way. Experience 
is a struggle between opposing principles, light 
against darkness, heat against cold, dry against 
wet, good against evil: of these several pairs, the 
beneficent elements, these remote thinkers be¬ 
lieved, were united in one principle, the Yang; 
the maleficent elements were united in one prin¬ 
ciple, the Yin. It appears ungracious but it is also 
a fact of history that the Yang and the Yin were 
further contrasted as masculine and feminine. And 
these two principles, mingled in different propor- 
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tions in every existent thing, explain not alone the 
forms which things assume but also the endless 
strife and inner conflict of the world. 

In the ancient religion of Persia as reformed by 
Zarathustra this conflict takes on cosmic propor¬ 
tions. The universe is the scene of war between 
Ahriman, deity of evil and of darkness, and Ahura 
Mazda (Ormuzd), deity of goodness and light, 
worshipped under the symbol of fire. The earth, 
created by the joint action of both, is a mixed 
realm; man is called upon to take sides in this 
cosmic struggle, the righteous coming to the aid 
of Ahura Mazda. In fact, this warfare is carried 
on chiefly within the wills of men, and their free 
choices of good and evil incline the scales now one 
way and now another. Most ancient religions had 
their spirits of evil; but the Persian religion most 
clearly unified all evil and all good in these two 
figures, divided all the rest of reality between 
them, and hung the history of the universe on a 
moral issue. The Persian Ahriman became the 
prototype of the Jewish Satan and of the Chris¬ 
tian Devil. 

111. It was the Greek genius which was first 
able to look at the world with a clear intellectual 
interest, in which ethical and religious motives 
though not absent were not dominating. Their 
great thinkers were metaphysicians of a pure 
stock; and when, in Plato, they came to a definite 
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dualism^ it was a division of the world not between 
the good and the evil, but between the material 
and the immaterial. 

They had begun by being naive materialists— 
monists of a sort: “All things are water,” said 
Thales; “All things are air, or fire,” said others. 
Matter is at first so obv.ous, the mind so intangi¬ 
ble and out-of-the-foreground, that mind had to 
be discovered for metaphysics, as a part of reality 
omitted by these theories of the first look. The 
honor of this discovery must be shared between 
Heracleitus (540-476 B. C.) and Anaxagoras 
(600—428 B. C.) ; Heracleitus teaching that there 
is a principle of universal Reason {logos) which 
like an infinitely subtle flame pervades all the 
processes of the eternal Flux; while Anaxagoras 
believed in a cosmic Mind as an abiding principle 
of order (nous) instigating the evolution of the 
world from chaos, sorting out the well-mixed 
germs of things, bringing objects and living be¬ 
ings into distinctness from each other and into 
classes or species. Though Anaxagoras still imag¬ 
ined the Mind a very fine and diaphanous sub¬ 
stance disseminated throughout limitless space, he 
came close to realizing its distinction from all 
physical objects, and thus stood on the verge of 
dualism. 

Plato (427-847 B. C.) sees the world as a sys¬ 
tem of immaterial beings, the “ideas,” which ap¬ 
pear to be “embodied” in the particular shapes 
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we see by becoming as it were entrapped in mat¬ 
ter, and compromised by association therewith, 
but which in reality remain unsullied in their own 
unchangeable realm. The ideas are perfect and 
eternal; their visible images are defective and pass¬ 
ing. There is a type tiger; actual tigers are more 
or less good specimens of this type; the ideal 
specimen does not exist. Nevertheless, the ideal, 
the type or prototype of all actual tigers, is the 
real tiger. It is what our knowledge, when it is 
true, seizes as the essence of all members of that 
class at all times, the unchanging pattern of the 
species. It is the business of thought to discern 
these ideas, in the midst of their defective images 
of sense; and especially the most general ideas, as 
of Being, of Virtue, of Beauty, of the Good. The 
material principle in man, present in his con¬ 
sciousness as sensation and sense-desire, tends to 
obscure his perception of the ideas; thought is 
most perfect when the disturbing avenues of sen¬ 
sation are shut off; the soul is enmeshed in the 
body as in a prison, and may attain a purer vision 
of the ideas after death,—as it presumably had 
before birth, since the new discernment of an idea 
in life is attended with strange tingling as of remi¬ 
niscence. So Plato separates the immaterial ideas 
which are real and eternal, from the material sub¬ 
stance which is a sort of eternal non-being to 
which experience owes its defective and transitory 
forms. Plato’s dualism puts the ideal over against 
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the material, the universal over against the par¬ 
ticular, the perfect over against the imperfect, the 
absolute over against the relative; and the aspir¬ 
ing spirit must strain toward the immaterial Good 
against the leashes of the body.* 

Wherever dualism has recurred in the history 
of thought it has been due to some new perception 
of the unique quality of the mind. Thus Descartes 
felt bound to separate this self of his, this I-think 
of which he was so unshakably certain, from the 
physical world; mental substance is that which 
thinks, res cogitaris; physical substance is res ex- 
tensa. And Kant, with an even intenser perception 
of mentality, regarding Descarteses field of ex¬ 
tension as a property or function of the mind it¬ 
self, still believed that there was an unknowable 
reality outside the mind at M^hose incentive the 
materials of sensation appear to us. 

112. The great dualistic systems of history 
have thus dichotomized the world in different 
places; but they have all insisted on the reality 
and independence of some mental or spiritual be¬ 
ing. If we were to classify the great thinkers as 
the great disturbers of thought and the great fin¬ 
ishers or settlers of thought, we may say that the 
great disturbers of thought have frequently been 
dualists. Plato, Descartes and Kant were great 
disturbers; their greatness consisted very largely 

♦ Read the great myth in the Phffidrus depicting this struggle. 
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in the fact that they stimulated a series of equally 
great efforts to resolve the antitheses which they 
made evident. Bergson also is to be numbered 
among the disturbers: he has again seized with 
intense vigor the uniqueness of Life as over 
against Mechanism; his dualism has challenged 
the complacencies of a satisfied evolutionary natu¬ 
ralism. We have now to consider dualism on its 
merits. 



Chapter XVII 
DUALISM EXAMINED 

113. Ancient dualism was chiefly occupied with 
a rift in the cosmos, of which the dual nature of 
man is a sort of echo; modern dualism is chiefly 
concerned with the mind-and-body problem, and 
interprets the cosmos in the light of that domestic 
division. We shall begin by examining the rela¬ 
tions of mind and body. 

114. Agreeing that we know what we mean by 
mind and by body, and agreeing with our savage 
ancestors that these words mean different things, 
so that our imagination may even conceive the 
mind or soul as a temporary guest in the body, 
how is this intimate union possible? A union so 
close that when I act,—-let us say, take a walk,— 
it never occurs to me to go without my body, never 
occurs to me that there is any other self to go 
walking than the entire ^‘person,”—the mind-body 
partnership! 

If mind and body are two different realities, 
what theories can we form of this association? 

There are two, technically called the theories of 
parallelism and interactionism. Both of them in¬ 
vite us to think of mind and body as two processes 
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rather than as two substances: they ask What 
have these events which make up our mental his¬ 
tory to do with these other events which make up 
the history of the brain? Parallelism asserts that 
(certain) brain-events and mind-events run along 
in perfect correspondence each to each, without 
interference from either side. Interactionism holds 
that brain-events affect mind-events, and that 
mind-events affect brain-events. Inasmuch as these 
two series either do or do not affect each other, 
there are for dualism no other alternatives. 

115. Parallelism. Both theories are interested 
in the position of the imaginary physiologist who 
is supposed to be investigating brain-events while 
the living person is carrying on his train of ideas. 
He is armed with every conceivable instrument of 
physical and chemical knowledge, capable of mi¬ 
nutest measurements. It is agreed that he cannot 
see the thoughts. The question is whether he can 
see anything which will betray the existence of 
this unique union of thought and brain. Will the 
brain use some of its energy in producing thought 
or emotion.?—in which case, some physical energy 
will appear to vanish! Or will the mind, in decid¬ 
ing to move a muscle, impart some impulse to a 
brain-event which the previous brain-events do not 
account for.?—in which case physical energy will 
appear to be created! The traditional methods of 
the physiologist would be distinctly upset if he 
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were obliged to make such allowances as these; 
and while he would probably not “abandon sci¬ 
ence,” as some have feared, there is no doubt that 
his prejudices (for scientific workers sometimes 
have them) protest against such a situation as 
undesirable, and perhaps inconceivable. 

Parallelism gives this imaginary physiologist 
his own way. There is nothing in the brain-events 
constituting any exception to the laws of physical 
nature; no passing back and forth of energy from 
the physical to the mental realm. The brain be¬ 
haves precisely as the naturalist would expect. 
But the brain is not the mind. The mind follows 
its own laws with equal cleanness. It knows noth¬ 
ing of the physiologist nor of the brain; its world 
is coherent on the basis of its own principles of 
connection, namely, the principles of meaning. 
And since we have two perfectly consistent series 
of events, they may form an harmonious union. 

116. This theory would be more plausible if it 
were not dualistic. If we have two independent 
realities, mind and body, each going its own way, 
the perfect attunement which this theory requires 
becomes the extremest improbability. It is only 
believable if we can consider the mind and the 
body as two different aspects of the same thing, 
so that we have really but one series of events 
which appear to the inner observer as the events 
of his mind, and to the outer observer, the physi- 
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ologist, as the events of a brain. We are then not 
dualists, but monists: and Spinoza, the first great 
pa]fallelist, was such a monist, holding that 
thought and extension are but two ways in which 
we apprehend the underlying substance of the 
world. 

But again, if our parallelism is dualistic it is 
necessarily deterministic; for at least the physical 
side of the event is following the demands of the 
physical order in its separation from the mental; 
and if the physical finger in obedience to physical 
law pulls a physical trigger, it is not evident how 
the mental event corresponding to this can be 
other than a will to shoot! 

Now if the mind really makes no difference to 
the series of physical events by its presence, it is 
not quite clear why (on Darwinian principles) the 
mind should exist. Or if the mind can go on 
through the same set of experiences whether the 
body is there or not, why is not the physical world 
superfluous.'’ How has creation come to duplicate 
its history in these alternate versions.? Parallelism 
hardly fits the credibilities of the situation. 

117. The theory of interaction has the great 
initial advantage of accepting what appear to be 
the obvious facts of experience, namely, that the 
body affects the mind and the mind affects the 
body. It restores to the mind that sense of useful- 
ness of which parallelism robbed it; the conscious 
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intelligence of the human mind has some value in 
the struggle for existence; our thinking does 
something which the physiology of the brain could 
not accomplish. It would perhaps be worth while 
to be conscious, even though our physical machin¬ 
ery did all the work, merely for the sake of enjoy¬ 
ing the panorama of exi'.tence. But this version of 
our mental life is strangely out of accord with our 
belief that we are agents, not spectators only; 
that our wills can make changes in the world, in¬ 
cluding the world of nature; that when I dig a 
ditch, my mind is using my muscles to alter the 
physical facts of the universe. 

118. Now what is it, precisely, that the mind 
does which the body with its nerves and brain 
could not do? It is the neo-vitalists, holding to 
a distinct vital principle, who have given the most 
definite answer to this question. (A vitalist is nec¬ 
essarily a dualist and an interactionist. For he 
comes by his vitalism through discovering that 
there is something in the behavior of living or¬ 
ganisms which the resources of mechanics and 
chemistry cannot explain.) 

We ordinarily have no diflSculty in distinguish¬ 
ing a living body from a machine. The living 
body operates itself, whereas the machine is op¬ 
erated; the living body is flexible and various in 
its movements, the machine follows a limited series 
of motions; the living body moves to d pur pose ^ 
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so that we who look on can ‘understand’ what it is 
up to, whereas the machine moves to the purpose 
of some controller, not to its own. When I step on 
a log and find it to be an alligator, the change in 
my judgment is due to a kind of motion in the 
alligator which logs do not present, a flexible mo¬ 
tion which appears to come from within and to 
aim at self-preservation, possibly continuing that 
aim through a variety of postures. As William 
James put the matter, the outer signs of mental 
life are “the pursuit of ends with the choice of 
means.” An engine may appear to pursue an end; 
but if balked by an obstacle, it does not devise 
some other way around. The utility of the mind 
lies in its inventiveness^ after adopting the welfare 
of the body as a part of its purpose. 

Further, the mind is persistent, and can con¬ 
tinue to do its work after interruption, and in 
various orders, A machine must grind out its 
songs always in the same way; or if, perchance, it 
can say its alphabet backward, it cannot mix up 
the order of its letters. A spider whose web is 
partly destroyed can begin anywhere and mend 
it; a bird whose nest-building is interrupted may 
start again, and finish it in any one of several 
different orders. Mind is of use by keeping the 
end in view^ and fitting the action, through all 
sorts of new and unexpected situations, to that 
end. 

Perhaps the word guidance will express what, 
in all these cases, the mind contributes to the ma- 
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chine. When Hans Driesch finds that he can cut 
a star-fish embryo into pieces in every direction 
at random, and that these pieces, if not too mi¬ 
nute, will develop into complete adults, he infers 
that the growth is guided by some vital principle. 
When Bergson finds that the molluscs in the order 
of evolution proceed by steady steps to develop an 
eye, which astonishingly resembles the eye devel¬ 
oped by the independent line of vertebrates, he 
infers that these two series have been guided by a 
common vital impetus to this useful end. When 
McDougall considers the ^instinct’ by which pig¬ 
eons or bees find their way home, under changing 
conditions of appearance and lighting and odor, 
he infers that their behavior is guided, not by any 
‘stimuli’ acting on nerve-machines, but by a mind 
which has an ‘idea’ of location and a ‘purpose’ to 
get home. 

119. Another point at which mechanical ex¬ 
planations seem to fail is in that kind of behavior 
which responds, not to what things are, but to 
what they mean. A child can be made to cry by 
a spanking: the response to that stimulus may 
very well be as mechanical as the stimulus. But if 
the cry is caused by a reproof or threat or sign 
of dislike or fancy of neglect, the mechanical ex-^ 
planation is in difficulties: a machine can respond 
to a sensation, but how can it respond to an idea 
or meaning? 

An instinct is a mechanism which is to be set 
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oiF by the appropriate stimulus; and in a good 
machine the same stimulus would naturally pro¬ 
duce always tl;^e same response. Now consider the 
instinct of curiosity; what will stimulate that in¬ 
stinct? Anything strange, let us say. But what 
is strange to-day is not strange to-morrow. The 
same stimulus does not produce the same effect. 
Curiosity, then, is not a mechanism: it is aroused 
not by what objects are but by what they mean 
to the observer. This sort of response to meaning, 
the vitalist urges, requires a mind.* 

Thus the vitalist answers the question. What 
do the mind and the body do to each other, as fol¬ 
lows: The body, through sensation, presents the 
mind with a report of the facts of its situation; 
the mind, acting on the motor regions of the 
brain, substitutes an intelligent reaction for the 
mechanical reaction which would otherwise have 
taken place,—an intelligent reaction being one 
which grasps the meaning of the facts, as well as 
the bare facts themselves, and which is inventive 
and persistent in guiding the organism to a de¬ 
sirable end. Ideas are inserted into the reflex arc. 

120. If now We ask our dualist to come a little 
closer to the actual events, and explain where and 
how body acts on mind and mind on body, he may 

* For more detailed discussion of these points, see my article, 
“The Dilemma in the Conception of Instinct,” Journal of Abnormal 
Psychology and Social Psycholo^, June-Sept., 1921 reprinted as 
Appendix I in Human Nature and its Remaking. 
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acknowledge that this question is hard to answer. 
The physiologist’s perplexity we have noted. Our 
own perplexity is hardly less; for we do not dis¬ 
cover our sensations coming in from the body,-— 
they are simply there; and we do not discover our 
volitions acting on the brain,—^we are sublimely 
unaware of the existence of that organ by any 
direct experience. The dualist may say that it is 
not necessary to explain how these mutual effects 
take place, so long as it is evident that they do 
take place. 

But do they take place? We do not observe 
their taking place. And is it possible or conceiv¬ 
able that mind and body should affect each other? 
If so, it is a case of anomalous causation. Every¬ 
where else in the world, cause and effect are alike 
in kind and equal in quantity; but how can a voli¬ 
tion be equal in quantity to an energy-change in 
the cortex? As Clifford put it, we might as well 
expect “a goods train to be held together by the 
sentiment of amity between the stoker and the 
^ard.” This difficulty, so formidable as to drive 
many thinkers back to parallelism, has required 
the more responsible dualists to offer some theory 
of the process of interaction. 

121. Descartes’s attempt is famous. He lighted 
upon a mysterious and minute glandular body in 
the midst of the brain, the pineal body, as the 
place where the thoughts may meet the vital spir- 
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its and, because of a great delicacy of physical 
poise in that organ, deflect their course by an in¬ 
finitesimal impulse. This speculation was regarded 
as signally unfortunate even in his own day, 
though no one could then have suspected that the 
^‘pineal gland” is a degenerate middle eye, clearly 
marked in certain reptiles! 

Recent theories have been more ingenious and 
discreet. That of Driesch is most carefully worked 
out.* Mindful of the principle of the conservation 
of energy, he inserts between the mind and the 
body an intermediate, non-mechanical principle, 
purposive in its nature (which he calls, after Aris¬ 
totle, entelechy) having the capacity to delay in¬ 
cipient changes in the brain, and so without 
changing their amount to alter their outcome. 

All such attempts indicate the good faith of 
the vitalist; and yet are sure to suffer from excess 
of ingenuity. There appears to be no valid reason 
for sparing the conservation of energy; for if the 
mind is to change the course of nature in any way, 
it must do some work which would otherwise be 
done by a physical force. Hence various dualists 
boldly reject the physical law of conservation in 
this case, and regard the mind as a source of en- 
ergy.f And some of tliein point out that the 
causal principle itself has no sanctity other than 


* Science and Philosophy of the Organism. 
tMcDougall, Body and Mind: Bergson, Mind-Energy; Pratt, 
Matter and Spirit, p. 152. 
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as a description of what sort of events we find 
actually tied together in the order of nature. Any 
sort of thing, for aught we know, may be the 
cause of any otlier sort of thing; and we cannot 
dismiss a priori the possibility that mind may act 
on matter, and vice versa^ merely because else¬ 
where in nature there is likeness of kind between 
cause and effect. 

122. The real difficulty with interactionism, 
however, does not lie in the circumstance that 
some physical laws would be interfered with. It 
lies in the fact that it is—^while seeming to be in 
accord with experience—^radically out of accord 
with experience. Neither the body nor the mind 
can accept the role which it assigns to them. 

The mind is called upon to do only what cannot 
be explained by physiological machinery; and in¬ 
asmuch as physiology explains almost everything, 
that leaves the mind very little to do. I am pur¬ 
sued by a wild beast in the forest; the instinct of 
fear takes possession of my bodily mechanism and 
I find my body running away—with my full con¬ 
sent; whereas I, the mind, as guide in the affair 
have nothing to do but dodge the trees! This is 
not the way I should describe my experience; I 
never consciously make tins division of labor be¬ 
tween mind and body; I, the mind, do not con¬ 
sider myself as doing a part of the operation; if 
it is a conscious operation at all, I do all of it: 
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What my body, as a whole, does, I do. 

It is I who perform all of my voluntary acts, 
however the mechanism of instinct or other bod¬ 
ily processes may take part in them. From the 
standpoint of experience, then, the body is not 
something else than the mind: it is an organ of 
the mind, and so far, a part of the mind itself.* 

(Ponder this idea: it may rectify some mis¬ 
taken notions about what you mean by ‘the mind.’ 
The intuition of self, as we said, is a bit of pure 
certainty; but it is not infallible about how far 
the self extends.) 

123. But the body also has reason to protest 
the place assigned to it by dualism. For as set 
apart from the mind, it suffers by the contrast. 
Its work is of a lower order; it is “merely” me¬ 
chanical. There would then be some justification 
for Plato’s assumption that knowledge proceeds 
better when the body is shut-off; and for the moral 
dualism which has frequently gone with the meta¬ 
physical dualism, according to which the body, 
in the form of sense-pleasure and desire, is to be 
overcome. 

Now therfe is nothii\g greater or truer in the 
whole field of ethics than the demand that “the 
world, the flesh, and the devil” are to be overcome: 
there is a moral direction, and it pulls away from 

For an elaboration of this argument, read The Self, Its Body, 
and Freedom. 
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that sensuality and moral materialism to which 
the easy will perpetually gravitates. No one has 
grasped this moral direction more nobly than 
Plato. But what we have to fight against is ma¬ 
teriality of tile ‘‘mere” variety. It is when the 
body sets up as moral authority, and demands 
that its needs, iti^ insti n ts, its complexes and li¬ 
bidos, shall be attended to as separate and suf¬ 
ficient goods that we have to rebuke its presump¬ 
tions in the name of something higher and more 
complete, our moral direction. That higher thing 
cannot be a life of the mind in defiance of or 
apart from the body. It is a life of the mind which 
appropriates and absorbs the body into its own 
currents of meaning,—makes it mean what I 
mean, instead of taking my cue from it. It is not 
the ascetic rejection, but the ‘‘sublimation” of 
sense-pleasure: it is wliat Plato with his immortal 
sanity and profound psychological insight de¬ 
scribed in the Symposium. The Symposium is the 
completion of the Phaedrus, and the answer in 
advance to an excessive mediaeval contemptus 
mundi* Our materialisms are frequently the re¬ 
venge of an unduly despised physical exislence.f 

124. If dualism will not work in the mind-body 

♦ R«ad Paulsen's memorable chapter on Christianity in his Ethics, 
Book I, chapter ii. 

t This remark does not apply to much of the materiality of to-day. 
The vogue of psycho-analysis, for example, is largely the welcome 
always accorded to the quack who can assure sensualists on scien¬ 
tific grounds that it is unhealthy for them not to do about as they 
please. 
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relation, we are committed to some kind of mon¬ 
ism,—the human person must be one reality. 
What are the alternatives? 

Naturalistic monism would say that this real¬ 
ity is the physical organism: mind is a sort of 
luminous (and ineffective) accompaniment—an 
‘epiphenomenon’—of the real process, the life of 
the body. That view we have rejected. 

It may be that mind and body are both appear¬ 
ances of some third reality, which is neither: that 
they work together as ‘paralleP phenomena be¬ 
cause they are two aspects of this underlying neu¬ 
tral substance. This as we have seen is Spinoza’s 
view. 

Or it may be that the mind itself is the one real¬ 
ity; and that the body acts with it (from each 
person’s own point of view) as a part of it, and 
(from the point of view of other selves) as a visi¬ 
ble image or expression of that whole person. This 
is the view of idealism, which we shall shortly con¬ 
sider. 



Chapter XVIII 


COSMIC DUALISM 

125. It becomes evident why the great dualists 
are disturbers of thoughi. They have recognized 
a real distinction in the world; and they have 
made so much of it as to leave us with a set of 
unsolved problems,—How can these unlike and 
independent beings co-operate? and How, if really 
independent, have they found themselves together 
in the first place? 

These questions are somewhat more embarrass¬ 
ing for the mind-and-body dualism than for the 
cosmic dualism, which begins by recognizing the 
universe at large as a scene of the mixture or con¬ 
flict of two contrasting principles. For mind and 
the body are so inseparably fused in the human 
personality that Aristotle could fairly reply to 
Plato: the soul is not something else than the 
body, it is the very “form’’ of the body, the inner 
life of the body, fitting it as the hand the glove. 
In the macrocosmos, contrast or even hostility of 
opposites can more fairly represent the whole sit¬ 
uation. Yet here also dualism must explain the re¬ 
lation between the opposing beings; and answer 
whether they are really independent of each other 
in origin and substance. 

237 
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126. In considering these cosmic dualisms, it 
may appear slightly ominous at the outset that 
they have divided the world in different places, 
one healing over what another had breached. The 
moral dualisms of good and evil arc to some ex¬ 
tent effaced by the metaphysical dualisms of idea 
and matter, or form and stuff. Yet never entirely 
effaced,—the metaphysical cleavage becomes a 
source of moral direction, as in Plato, and, we 
think, in Bergson. Let us consider them on their 
merits. 

127. There is an evident reason why religious 
feeling, if it has a strong ethical quality, should 
tend to dualism. For dualism relieves the divine 
principle of the responsibility of having created 
the evil principle which it is engaged in fighting. 

But when God is so divested of responsibility he 
becomes a finite and limited being; and his sig¬ 
nificance as creator is lost, for there is something 
else in the world which can exist by its own right 
as well as he. In such a view, the Good is simply 
not the supreme being—^there is no supreme be¬ 
ing ; and the mind seeks some more ultimate real¬ 
ity which may account for the existence and 
mutual contact of both. 

Hence religious dualisms have seldom been 
either enduring or consistent. One is likely to find 
in the background a belief in some mysterious ulti¬ 
mate unity. In the Chinese tradition, Tao, the un- 
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known Law, is above the Yang and the Yin. In 
Persia, the two deities arc the .win sons of Time, 
Zervana Akarana, and are d^ stined at last to be 
absorbed into Time again. 

128. On purely logical grounds, it is evident 
that the opposite member s of a contrast, such as 
light and dark, cold and heat, have a strong fam¬ 
ily-likeness. Cold and heat are both degrees of 
temperature; they are contrasted only with ref¬ 
erence to our sensibility and to each other. Can 
the same be said of good and evil, or of spirit and 
matter 

Of the evil, one may certainly say that it must 
contain good in order to be effective as evil. Luci¬ 
fer can fight Heaven only because he is also of 
angelic fibre. If we could effect a clean cut sepa¬ 
ration of good from evil, evil would vanish; and 
the question has been raised whether good would 
not vanish also, i. e., whether some element of con¬ 
trast is not necessary to give good its quality. Of 
that we shall have more to say; but at least so 
much is clear,—because of the meaninglessness of 
pure evil, good and evil cannot be independent 
realities. 

129. Of spirit and matter, it is not so evident 
that either requires the other in order to exist. 
They appeared to Descartes to be two distinct 
substances: for ‘‘two substances are said to be 
distinguished really when each can exist of itself 



240 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

apart from the other.”* We can form a clear and 
distinct idea of space and of matter without think¬ 
ing of mind: this was sufficient to convince Des¬ 
cartes that matter could exist without mind. It 
seemed to him also that we could form a clear and 
distinct idea of ‘T think” without contemplating 
space or matter; and therefore that mind could 
exist without a physical world. What is your own 
judgment of this? 

130. Most of us, I suspect, believe that we can 
think of matter without thinking of mind at all: 
we can imagine a time when the world in its lonely 
evolution had no vestige of consciousness in it; 
we can think of space empty of things, and empty 
of persons who think about it. When Professor 
Whitehead said, in his book on the Concept of Na¬ 
ture, that ‘^nature is closed to mind,” he meant 
just that,—that we can and do consider the facts 
of physics without dragging the mind into the 
picture. And this constitutes a pretty fair argu¬ 
ment—at least for those who believe with Des¬ 
cartes that our thought is a good criterion of 
reality—^that the stuff of nature is an indepen¬ 
dent reality. 

On the other hand, most of us would sav that 
there is some difficulty in thinking of mind with¬ 
out matter. When we think, we think of some¬ 
thing; and that something always (or nearly al- 
* Spinoza, Frindplea of Descartes’s Philosophy, Part I, Def. X. 
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ways?) has sense-imagery in it. Nature is an in¬ 
dispensable raw-material for experience, which is 
the basis of all thinking. Then mind needs matter 
in order to exist? 

But consider more carefully. Does mind need 
matter, or does it need simply the thought of 
matter? And could this thought exist without the 
real existence of the matter as an independent 
substance? If you see the point of these questions 
you have the key to the movement of philosophy 
from Descartes onward. 

131. Spinoza said: it is evident that mind and 
matter belong together,—our thoughts are first 
of all thoughts about matter; but when we think 
of matter, we think of it as an appearance or ‘at¬ 
tribute’ of the ultimate reality itself,—and this 
thought is true. Likewise when we think of the 
mind; that also appears to us as the very essence 
of reality,—and this appearance is likewise true. 
But if both are true, there can be but one ulti¬ 
mate reality or substance, of which matter and 
mind (extension and thought) are two quite com¬ 
plete and equivalent modes of expression as it 
were in different languages. We must return from 
dualism to monism: and this one ultimate sub¬ 
stance, we may call Nature or God,—one being, 
perfect, self-caused, and the ground of every¬ 
thing that appears in experience. 

Leibniz hazarded a bolder suggestion: perhaps 
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the thought of matter is sufficient, without the 
real existence of any corresponding outer sub¬ 
stance. The thought of nature is, after all, just 
what we have. When we say that the mind needs 
nature as raw material for thinking, perhaps we 
have told the truth and the whole truth about 
what nature is. This leads the way to another sort 
of monism, in which the reality of nature is ab¬ 
sorbed in the reality of the mind. This is called 
idealism. 

Idealism appears historically as the type of 
philosophy to which dualism has naturally led the 
course of thought. For as dualism has arisen each 
time because of an exceptionally vivid intuition 
of what the mind is, the meaning of that intuition 
cannot be realized by resigning the mind once 
more to inclusion within nature,—one of its own 
objects; but rather by achieving a new and revo¬ 
lutionary monism in which the mind takes nature 
into itself. 

Naturalistic monism we have judged on its 
merits, and have found it unsatisfactory. There 
are then only two alternatives. Either a monism 
like Spinoza’s which would absorb both mind and 
matter into a single substance whose ultimate be¬ 
ing is not so much neutral as unknowable. Or else 
the precise counterpart of naturalism,—a monism 
which would absorb nature somehow into mind. 
How can that be? We must turn to the idealistic 
world-view for an answer. 
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132. Meanwhile, a remark on the inferences 
from history. It is historically true that every 
dualism has given way to a monism which has 
brought together what dualism had put asunder. 
The later dualism of Kant was immediately dis¬ 
placed by the monism of Fichte and his succes¬ 
sors. This circumstance does not of itself refute 
the dualist. For it may be said with equal truth 
that after every synthesis of the cosmic opposi¬ 
tion, the fundamental struggle and restlessness of 
the world have led some new thinker to hazard 
another form of duality in metaphysics. No 
monism can be finally satisfactory which does not 
account for the drag and resistance which the 
spiritual principle of the world encounters both 
in its effort to know the world and in its moral 
elan. 
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Chapter XIX 


WHAT IDEALISM IS 

133. Idealism is the philosophy which holds 
that reality is of the nature of mind. 

It is not, like pragmatism and intuitionism, 
primarily a way of knowing, with incidental meta¬ 
physical results. It is primarily a metaphysics, a 
world-view which may be reached by various ways 
of knowing. Thus pragmatism and intuitionism 
have commonly led their adherents to idealism, or 
in the direction of idealism. 

Bergson, in so far as he foreshadows a monistic 
world-view, tends, as we saw, toward idealism. But 
he stops in an interesting intermediate position. 
If we should set up a scale of being. 

Matter-energy . . . Life . . . Mind, 

naturalism interprets the whole scale by the first 
term, idealism interprets the whole scale by the 
last term, while Bergson tries to interpret both 
ends by the middle term. His doctrine might be 
termed bio-ism. The idealist would comment that 
Bergson, in order to make his interpretation in¬ 
telligible, is obliged to credit “life” with the quali¬ 
ties of mind, such as memory and inventiveness. 
The idealist believes that our alternatives are 


247 



248 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

really but two: we must either explain mind by 
physical nature, or we must explain physical na¬ 
ture by mind. And since we have found the former 
to be impossible (Chapter VI), we must adopt the 
latter. (See Fichte, First Introduction, in Rand, 
p. 489.) 

134. The idealist’s position may be expressed 
in two propositions, one negative and one positive: 

(o) The^apparent self-suffinienny of nature i s 
^usoru: nature appears to he indpp pndent, tft gn 
its own course, to operate jtn laws, ftH’*- 
n ah to require no creator or jithfir. ground xwitside 
of itself.*, hnf in truth, nfltnrp diaes dpppnd .©h 
somet hing else. iHpftlisnn dops not, say 

that “nature is illusory, ” as it is sometimes sup¬ 
p osed to sayj^ 

(6) That u pon w hich nature depends is Mind 
( ^irit. Ide a V. T^p word, idealism, is not p ar¬ 
t icularly fortunate to express what this .positive 
propositio n Tnpa.ns.|Tti the first place it ought not 
to suggest ideals (as though it had any monop¬ 
oly of ideals) bnt ideojf , haviuff thn 

wQrd for ojiphony rather than i or^sense: idea-ism 
would be more to the point. In the second place, 
the stem ‘idea’ is an historical accident, due to the 
fact that John Locke and his idealistic successor, 
Berkeley, regarded experience as made up of 
ideas, which are, at best, fragments of mentality. 
Mentalism or spiritualism would be more accurate 
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names, but they have been drafted to other uses. 
We shall therefore adhere to the word, idealism, 
taking it to signify simply that whatever is ulti¬ 
mately real in the universe is such stuff as ideas 
are made of rather than such stuff as stones and 
metals are made of^ That isy if we are looking for 
the substance of things, the ultimate b eing w hi ch 
explains all other bei^s, we sha ll find it to^be 
niental in nature,—the thinker and his bought, 
the wil l and its doings, the se lf and its self-exp reig- 
sion^ And whatever appears to be other than this, 
independent of it or hostile to it, as matter, or 
force or space and time, will be found to depend 
on the mind for its very existence* 

136. Intuition is not a sufficient foundation for 
any philosophy^ but we are not likely to achieve 
any true philosophy without it. Idealism has its 
first sources in intuitions, very ancient in the race. 
Indee^phifos ophic al jdggjisiiL.as..ajnatt er of h is- 
t ory might be described as ctn attempt to bring ] 
reason into the spiritual intuitions of 7nanhtnd\ 1 

And since these spiritual intuitions were first ^ 
embodied in religion, idealism has often appeared 
as a philosophical outgrowth of religion. 

Thus, in India, Brah manism a nd Vedantism 
are forms of idealism. (See Deussen, System of 
the Vedanta.) In China, Lao Tze’s philosophy . 
built on the ancient Chinese Tao doctrine, is ak in 
to idealism^ Northern Buddhism became an ideal- 
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ism in its me taphy sics a nd in this forrp spread 
over China and Japan. Judaism (with the^aid jDtf 
t^Z lmmortal G reeks) has ..giyeir hirtli. to. Philo 
arid Maimonides: Christianity, likewise with 
Greek aid, to Augustine, Abelard, Anselm, 
Thomas Aquinas, Duns Scotus and many others, 
—s ome of whom wayeredjjjke Pl^^ Aris- 

to tle before them , between dualism (or pluralism) 
a nd idealisn^ 

In m odern times^ idealism, ha^ taken on a new 
growth in independfilicejol th e rel igious conscious- 
ness, based largely on iL ne w intuiiipn which, ap¬ 
pears in DescartesjJ .eiboi:^ Malebranche, Bfirkfir 
ley^ and thpjy The first step in the un¬ 

derstanding of idealism will be an attempt to 
achieve for oneself the fundamental intuitions 


‘which have given rise to it in the history of 
human thought^ 




Chapter XX 


THE INTUITIONS OF IDEALISM 


136. The ancient intuitions of the race are con¬ 
victions or insights which at some time or other 
come to every man, more or less clearly, without 
argument: one “sees things that way.” Our busi¬ 
ness at present is not to defend idealism, but to get 
its point of view, by achieving each one for him¬ 
self these intuitions. I shall state each dogmatically 
and then give a fuUer account of what it means. 
The force of these unargued convictions varies 
much from person to person and from time to 
time. The questions one has to ask himsdf at 
each point are (o) Can I enterta in the proposi¬ 


tion at all as possibly true? ; (b \ Can I see thiggs 
t hat way, i. e., so that th is proposition m utt . bsA 


tme? To grasp an intuit ion, a t_jeagt gnong h to 
understand the state of mind of those wh o have. 


it, is uBualliLa -^tter of getting the right focus. 


137. (1) The real things xoill not he among the 
obvious and superficial things; the obvious and 
superficial things will not be real in their own right. 
The plausibility of naturalism lies in the fact 
that it takes the things offered in perception as 
its patterns of reality: the physical things—earth, 
air, stars—are real; and whatever ultimate real¬ 
ity is, it will be of the same stuff. Our intuition 

m 
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casts doubt on this plausibility, or rather reverses 
it: because naturalism is plausible, it is improb¬ 
able. The ultimate and controUing factors of the 
world are not on the surface; they have to be 
sought. Hence any view of the first look is an 
unlikely view. 

Now a sober naturalism accepts this conviction 
part way. It has abandoned the idea that the world 
is made of water (fluid-stuff, Thales), aether (Chu 
Hsi), fire (cf. Stoicism, and the god Agni of 
India), or hard atoms like stone pellets: the nat¬ 
uralism of to-day has for the most part abandoned 
materialism in any form. The laws of nature have 
to be taken into the reckoning as part of the real, 
and they are not perceptible: they have to be 
thought. After perhaps half a million years of 
human thinking on the planet we have in hand 
some pieces of the puzzle, but we do not know how 
they fit together—^i. e., we do not know the real¬ 
ity within physical nature. Why should we sup¬ 
pose that the wider reality—^including mental and 
physical—should be easier to find? If it is ‘per¬ 
fectly obvious’ that “the brain secretes thought as 
the liver secretes bile,” or that thinking is some 
other more attenuated function of brain-action, 
the chances are strongly against the theory! 

138. (2) The ease with which we com imagine 
the world of experience an illusion disproves its 
pncdity. 
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We do not believe the world of experience to 
be illusory, nor does idealism teach that it is an 
illusion. But we can imagine it to be such. And 
the point is that if this world which is present to 
us were self-explaining, real in its own right, neces¬ 
sarily there, imagination would balk at the effort 
to consider it unreal. 

Literature is full of invitations to think of the 
world as vanishing, or as a dream from which we 
can awaken. The lighter play of fable which pre¬ 
sents the physical appearance as a disguise which 
some magic word can alter, the more serious play 
of allegory, in which circumstances are interpreted 
as adapted to human needs by an ulterior purpose 
or as chained lions set to test human mettle, the 
still more serious play of cosmological poetry such 
as we have in the great epics, in Dante or Milton, 
and in that speculative poetry which interprets 
nature as the “garment of God,” that total dis¬ 
guise which is the Sphinx-riddle set for our dis¬ 
cerning,—all this indicates how often nature has 
appeared to human fancy as a pretence or an 
aspect of truth which is alterable, not finally real. 
Fancies of this sort are not intuitions; but there is 
intuition at their root: they are the more or less 
playful form in which men have expressed the 
intuition of non-finality. 

139. (3) That at least some naturtd happen¬ 
ings are purposive: our impulsive animism. 
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Animism is the belief in moital agencies as the 
explanation of striking natural phenomena. It is 
commonly considered as a primitive mode of phi¬ 
losophy, a stage in the evolution of culture which 
the race gradually outgrows. It is one of the props 
of aboriginal spiritualism: anthropology is con¬ 
cerned to give it its proper definition and setting. 
(The student of philosophy will find the literature 
of anthropology full of instruction presumably 
about primitive people, but he will be a poor phi¬ 
losopher if it does not greatly enlighten him about 
himself. On ‘animism’ E. B. Tylor, Primitive Cul¬ 
ture, Anthropology, has set the theme for all sub¬ 
sequent scholars to revise.) 

But animism is not a pure antiquity. It is a 
universal human disposition. It easily runs to ex¬ 
cess, and produces a sufficient crop of absurdities: 
it provides a realm of “final causes” against which 
we have seen modern science waging its most pro¬ 
longed campaign; but our question must still be 
whether the disposition has to be eradicated or 
controlled, and (as a prior question) how and 
why we become animists. 

We are disposed to animate any event which 
affects us in an important way. Our anger ani¬ 
mates trivially the obstacle which refuses to 3 deld 
to our first efforts; and the emotion releases addi¬ 
tional energy to reduce its obstinacy. Profound 
or continued ill-fortune leaves few people wholly 
‘philosophical’; we are tempted to feel a touch of 
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resentment toward circumstances,—^but resentment 
has already attributed malignity to the source of 
these events, and malignity is a form of purpose. 

I have known people stunned by some heavy 
experience of defeat, loss, or injustice to say with 
a touch of bitterness that they refuse to believe 
in a god who could permit such things to happen: 
the bitterness itself carried with it an impulsive 
personification of the cause of the calamity. Fear 
has been said to be the source of the god-idea 
(Chapter I) ; but fear does not “make the gods” 
unless the feared object is felt as personal, and 
therefore capable of entertaining an appeal. If 
prayer, as William James says, is instinctive in all 
people, it is because of a prevalent intuition that 
nature is a manifestation of will. The positive emo¬ 
tions are equally fertile in impulses to animate. 
The enjoyment of natural beauty is seldom with¬ 
out a touch of something resembling gratitude, 
directed nowhere,—but lighting upon the un¬ 
known reality as if this pleasing result had been 
intended. Thus animism is a close companion of 
our emotional life. 

And its pertinence lies in the fact that since no 
purpose is perceptible, and since some events are 
surely purposive, namely, the behavior of other 
living beings, we are obliged to be animistic 8c*me- 
where if we are to have any social life whatever. 
It is only by ‘impulsive animism* that a babe in¬ 
terprets a given physical shape as its mother, or 



256 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


that any man has a companion or friend. Further, 
we are left to draw our own lines between the liv¬ 
ing and the non-living. How do we know what is 
living? Only by its behavior, which shows signs 
of “pursuit of ends with the choice of means”— 
is there any other sign? How do we know what is 
not living? Only by the fact that we do not see 
the signs of purpose, and are unable to converse 
with the object,—is there any other evidence? But 
such evidence is not conclusive: it shows our limi¬ 
tation, not necessarily the absence of life. When 
we learn to consider purpose not as running coun¬ 
ter to causality, but as accompanying and using 
causality (see above, chapter vii) the scientific 
opposition loses its necessity, and we are free to 
consider the possibility of universal animation 
(hylozoism, panpsychism). This hypothesis ap¬ 
pears in many modem thinkers as offering an es¬ 
cape from the awkward alternative of the evolution 
of life from the lifeless, and many go so far as 
to assume that every integral unit of physical 
being has its mental as well as its physical aspect 
(Haeckel, Verworn, Paulsen, Whitehead). My own 
belief is that this h 3 rpothesis errs by excess in 
animating the world. But what we have to note is 
that it is a possible hypothesis. Life is not seen, 
it is attributed or imputed to objects; and our 
impulsive animism is justified in principle. We 
still seek a theory which will mark out its limits. 
Meantime, while its application to the world in 
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piecemeal is always doubtful and thunder no 
longer means the voice of Zeus, its application to 
the world as a whole may be less open to criticism: 
we may be right in feeling the world to be the 
manifestation of a single life. 

This intuition may come to clearness at first 
only in times of extreme emotion; as when in death, 
illness, and other crises, the claim of nature to- 
supremacy over the human spirit is defied. But it 
sometimes appears as a purely cognitive sense that 
matter, motion, energy, must have some mental 
sponsorship; that nothing could exist eternally, 
if no mind in all the universe either knew it, or 
knew why it existed. 

140. (4) / may dovbt the reality of everything 
else: I carmot doaht the reality of myself. 

This is the intuition which has become so much 
the characteristic of modem times that we may 
regard it as a new insight. It is the discovery most 
graphically expressed by Descartes, that the self 
is the most certain of all things, the only thing 
absolutely certain. Whether or not Descartes cor¬ 
rectly described the thing of which he was so sure 
has been much debated since he wrote; but the 
main point remains, the locus of supreme certitude 
is somewhere in the self-awareness of the thinking 
subject. (See reference to Descartes* Meditations, 
§60, above.) In this, Descartes was but the spokes¬ 
man of the modern era, which is an era of height- 
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ened sdf-consciousness, repeating in its own way 
what the sages of ancient India had long ago dis¬ 
cerned, namely, that the Atman or self is the cen¬ 
tral principle of being. 

The new phase of this ancient intviition is the 
place which the world takes in reference to the 
self. The earlier intuitions perceived the self at 
behind the world, independent of the world, more 
real than the world. The Indian sage found that 
in the practice of his yoga he could leave the con¬ 
sciousness of things and emphaisize the awareness 
of self until this self-consciousness was the whole 
of consciousness. The newer intuition may be re¬ 
garded as a discovery of the world within the tdf. 
For in its own self-certainty nothing of ‘the 
world* is excluded: it is kept as ‘object of con¬ 
sciousness.* 

When, for example, I see and smell a rose, what 
is it of which I am most certain? May the rose be 
a clever artificial flower, and the scent a product 
of synthetic chemistry? Let my imagination run 
through all the possibilities of my own error and 
of the most radical deceptions of art,—and add to 
these the supposititious deceptions of a magic ca¬ 
pable of substituting hypnotic imagery for my 
own sense-data: what is there which still I can¬ 
not doubt nor dissemble? It is the ‘I see* and the 
‘I smell,*—the experience which now is ‘mine.* 
Nor can any power, deity or demon, expunge from 
the universe this fact, that I do now have this 
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experience of sight and smell. This is unbanish- 
able actuality. And within it is the rose as seen 
and smelt. 

And what is true of the rose is true of any other 
object perceived or thought of: the seeing, hear¬ 
ing, feeling, tasting, thinking are always there 
and are always the unshakable factors of the sit¬ 
uation, whereas the ^object’ just because it is other 
than myself can be imagined manipulated or tran¬ 
substantiated from within its (to me inaccessible) 
self, and so be other than I think it, or nothing 
at all! I am sure of these ‘contents of consciousness’ 
and of my awareness of them: they are within 
me, and their sum, the world, is within me. “The 
world is my representation,”—so said Schopen¬ 
hauer in opening his great work “The World as 
Will and Idea.” 

It is important to be able to see the world 
through the eyes of this intuition of the self, as 
containing, by way of its sensations and ideas, the 
whole of experience. Modem philosophy becomes 
unintelligible unless one can, at least dramatically, 
assume this point of view. The mind is a little 
thing, a mere item in an infinite universe; the 
mind is itself an infinite thing, the whole universe 
is mirrored within it. It is this paradox which 
gives idealism its modem form. 

Idealism does not dispute the paradox. In show¬ 
ing us the world within the sdf, it does not deny 
that in another sense the self is within the world. 



260 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


To hold that ^^the whole world in space and time is 
within myself as I now am” is a ^subjectivism’ 
which can hardly be the whole truth. We must 
however do justice to the truth it has. 

When Whitehead published his “Science and the 
Modern World” (1926) he mentioned the intuitions 
which led him to reject subjectivism. They were in 
effect these: that I am in the world and not the world 
in me; that the world existed before me and will exist 
after me; that my action intends to make changes in 
a reality distinct from myself. When he published 
“Nature and Life” (1934}) he wrote “We are in the 
world and the world is in us (p. 42). 

If the two opposing intuitions, “I am in the world” 
and “The world is in me” are to stand as being 
equally legitimate, we have a dualism which is only 
saved from being a contradiction by discriminating 
different senses of the word Vithin.’ It requires at 
least that something be left outside of my mind, how¬ 
ever completely I include in my thought everything 
I think of! On account of this there are many half¬ 
way idealists in modern philosophy. Descartes and 
Kant are the chief examples. Spinoza and Schelling 
tried to hold an even hand between the two, and so 
ended in a metaphysics of neutrality. It is in Leibniz, 
Berkeley, Fichte and Hegel that idealism comes out 
with full clarity. 



Chapter XXI 


BERKELEY 

141. George Berkeley (1685—1753) found that 
our metaphysical dilficulties are made by our¬ 
selves: “We have first raised a dust, and then 
complain we cannot see.” We look at our world 
and see shapes and colors: then we mentally add 
something to the scene which is not there—‘phys¬ 
ical substance.* Why do we project ‘physical sub¬ 
stance’ into the picture? Because we think there 
must be something to possess these qualities, keep 
them together, and enable them to continue in 
existence when we are not looking. Thus gold is a 
substance which ‘has’ the properties of yellowness, 
heaviness, malleability, metallic lustre, etc. This 
‘substance’ is the seat of the capacity which we 
suppose natural objects have for independent be¬ 
ing. We impute substance to things: but we never 
"find it: we find only the qualities. The world would 
look the same, behave the same, have the same 
worth if it were omitted. Let us omit it! 

V) Berkeley tried the experiment and found the 
whole metaphysical outlook instantly simplified. 
Physical substance is a superfluous puzzle. Quali¬ 
ties like shape and color are ‘ideas’: if they inhere 
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in anjrthing they inhere in the mind which per' 
ceives them; they are produced in us, not by ‘phys¬ 
ical substance’ but by another mind which acts 
directly upon us, the mind of God. Physical sub¬ 
stance may be dismissed: and with immense relief 
and illumination. 

This relieving and simplifying intuition came 
to Berkeley while he was still a student at Trinily 
College, Dublin. His leading ideas were published 
while he was still in his twenties (A New Theory 
of Vision, 1709; Principles of Human Knowledge, 
1710; Dialogues between Hylas and Philonous, 
1718). He has so striking a gift of clear and 
persuasive writing that he leads his readers, almost 
too painlessly, to view the world with him as a 
world of perceivers and their perceptions, a world 
in which apart from consciousness there is nothing, 
absolutely nothing,—and hence no purely physical 
nature whatever.* 

In his own day his views were labelled ‘imma- 
terialism’; his observation was precise and his 
reasonings were cogent, yet he seemed to destroy 
the heart of the substantial world of nature; his 
position appeared to many of the learned an ir¬ 
refutable absurdity. 

142. Berkeley begins his public argument by 

* 1 assume that every student will read something of Berkeley. 
And since nothing is less needful than to clarify the clear, our own 
discussion in the text may be limited to aiding entrance to Berkeley's 
worid of ideas. 
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an examination of the sense of sight. This is a use¬ 
ful beginning, because almost every one thinks of 
the real world as the world his eyes reveal to him. 
Few stop to enquire what it is precisely that we 
see, and what it is that we believe or construe on 
the basis of what we see. 

Yet every one who draws, paints, makes a photo¬ 
graph, looks at a moving picture is reminded of 
one striking fact: three dimensions can be repre¬ 
sented in two dimensions. There is a line from the 
eye to each point in the landscape, a ray of light 
from each point of the landscape to the eye: a 
plane surface held before the eye would intercept 
all of these lines: if these rays of light had their 
origin in that plane- instead of in the distant 
objects, and had precisely the same color-rate, 
intensity, etc., the eye would see the same scene— 
how could it help it? Then distance is not some¬ 
thing we see? 

This is Berkeley’s first thesis. We seem to see 
things at a distance, and for that matter at a 
graduated scale of distance. We make more 
or less accurate and instantaneous estimates of 
distance—otherwise our ordinary operations of 
reaching, walking, jumping, throwing, shooting, 
catching would never become skillful. The physi¬ 
cal world is there before us in three dimensions, not 
two. Yet since the flat picture may present the il¬ 
lusion of depth, it is clear that distance is not seen 
but judged. It is inferred from certain signs. It is 
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a mental fact which we add to the data given bj 
the eye. 

What are the signs of distance? 

Not the lines and angles of the optical dia¬ 
grams; for they are not directly felt. But we do 
feel the “turn of the eyes,” the convergence of the 
optic axes when objects are brought near. We also 
perceive the confusion in the outline of objects 
if they are brought too near (and we may add, 
the dimness, if they are too far away). Also a 
certain strain of the eye when we try to focus on 
near objects (and another strain, if we try to 
make distinct something far away). Further, as¬ 
suming objects to keep their same sizes, we judge 
them near if they look large, and far if they look 
small. Berkeley was not familiar with the stereo¬ 
scopic effect of the different images on the two 
retinas. But he had enough to convince him that 
there are signs in the flat spread of color-spots 
which enables us to think distance; and that dis¬ 
tance means to us the measure of effort we have to 
make to reach or to travel to the point. The eye 
has to provide us with the prophecies of successful 
action, contact, escape. Our third dimension of 
space is an interpretation not a direct datum of 
sense: we take as ah outward fact what is really 
the work of the mind. 

143. Berkeley infers from his own analysis that 
a person born blind would not, if he suddenly 
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received his sight, at once perceive three dimen¬ 
sions ; he would have to learn to co-ordinate visual 
signs with his muscular habits; he would find diffi¬ 
culty in judging from the picture presented to 
his eye the solid shapes of objects, such as cubes 
and spheres. 

There have been various cases of the surgical 
opening of sight to persons born partially blind. One 
of them has been carefully studied by the psycholo¬ 
gist, Professor Latta.^ John Carruth^s eyes were 
completely cataractous from birth. His hearing was 
acute and he was able to run about without fear in 
the small Scotch country town of his birth. He was 
able to work as florist’s assistant, and could make up 
bouquets by touch. He could dimly distinguish shades 
of light, could judge the direction of a light, and 
could tell night from day. At the age of thirty his 
cataracts were removed. The first object he saw was 
the face of the surgeon; he judged it to be a face 
by the mouth movements which accompanied the 
voice; he felt his own face with his hand while he 
looked. Some one thought to bring him a ball and a 
toy brick. He moved his hands as if feeling of the 
objects, and then rightly named the round one and 
the square-cornered one. He said that the process of 
handling things had given him a ‘notion in his mind’ 
of their form and of the meaning of form names. His 
new estimates of distance were uncertain. He lost his 
former confidence in moving about in the dark, and 
transferring the guidance of his movements from the 
sense of hearing to the new sense of sight became 
afraid to move about without his eyes open. This 
case suggests that sight alone does not give the 
amount of distance; and that the idea of a third 
dimension which may be present in germ requires to 
* British Journal of Psychology, Vol. I, No. 2, June, 1904, 
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be developed by aid of the experiences of touch and 
action. To this extent Berkdey is corroborated in 
his thesis that our visual perception of distance is an 
interpretation, not a direct datum. 

144. This is a modest beginning of Berkeley’s 
thesis: it amounts to a point of principle, namely, 
that what we think of as a property of the object 
(in this case the third dimension) may be con¬ 
tributed by the mind, even when the mind is 
unaware of doing so. The apparent independent 
existence of objects,—^independent of their being 
observed,—^may be illusory. 

This principle was already generally admitted 
in respect to one aspect or nature, the colors, 
sounds, tastes, smells, which ancient observation 
had seen to be different with different observers, 
and therefore not to be objective fact. Modem 
thought was coming to the view that our percep¬ 
tions of color were to be considered as stimulated 
in the mind by uncolored emanations of some sort 
from the object—colors are ‘mental’ not physical. 
Locke had attempted to distinguish the properties 
which are ‘mental’ in this sense from those which 
are in the object. Admitting that unless there are 
minds-and-eyes to see there are no colors, without 
minds-and-ears to hear no sounds, surely, even in 
the absence of aU mentality, the physical object 
has its position, shape, size, motion, solidity. These 
are what Locke had called the ‘primary qualities.’ 
They are the qualities with which physics cal- 
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culates; they are used in the explanation of the 
outer causes of sensation, as we have just seen 
in the case of vision, and we cannot imagine them 
non-existent (Locke’s Essay, II, ch. 8: Rand, 

238if.)- 

It is here that Berkeley’s meditation about the 
third dimension begins to break down the distinc¬ 
tion between the primary and the secondary quali¬ 
ties—there is something mental about space and 
position. On further reflection, all the rest of space 
must follow! Nature cannot be divided into two 
parts one of which is mental and the other non¬ 
mental. If color is mental, then the space and shape 
occupied by the color must be mental likewise. 
And if space is mental, all the other ‘primary 
qualities,’ motion, solidity, etc., must follow it into 
the mind. 

Berkeley is thus revolting against what Pro¬ 
fessor Whitehead has lately called the “bifurcation 
of nature.” Nature is all of a piece—^the colors of 
the sunset belong with the sunset, and conversely, 
the sunset belongs with its colors. It is then either 
all external to the observer, or else it is all within 
the observer’s perception. Berkeley takes the latter 
alternative. 

* 

146. Having shown all the qualities or proper¬ 
ties of objects to be mental, Berkeley has then to 
deal with that ‘substance’ which had acted as their 
/anchor, holding them all securdy external to the 
t perceiver. 
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The conclusion of his argument (developed in 
Principles of Human Knowledge) was stated at 
the head of this chapter. He has no difficulty in 
showing that the supposed ‘substance’ of things 
is not utilized either in science or in common life. 
The chemist can always determine whether the 
object before him is gold; but he never does so by 
inspecting its ‘substance,’ he reaches his conclusions 
solely on the basis of its properties—its solubility 
in different acids, its combining proportions and 
weights: these are all he has to work with, and 
they are all he needs. Is not the ‘substance’ of gold 
a mere name for the fact of experience that these 
properties belong together? 

146. We may summarize Berkeley’s argument. 
The human mind is forever forgetting its own part 
in making its experience. It fails to recognize color 
and sound as its own work. It has to learn that 
space is its ‘idea.’ It seems to perceive things as on 
their own, as having ‘substance,’ forgetting that 
‘substance’ is one of its own ideas (or attempts 
at an idea) by which it generously tries to endow 
its experience with an existence independent of 
itself! This effort necessarily fails. The mind 
cannot set a stake beyond the mind. Nor can it 
detach its experiences, its ‘ideas,’ from itself. 

It is convenient to treat physical objects as if 
they could exist by themselves—^we need not re¬ 
mind ourselves at every point that they are our 
perceptions. Hence when we say that a thing 
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exists we mentally endow it with independence: 
we treat it as if “to exist is to be independent.** 
When we wish to emphasize this capacity of the 
object to continue its character and operations in 
our absence, we assume that “to exist is to be 
physical substance.*’ But when we remember our¬ 
selves, and the truth that an object is always an 
object of consciousness, of mind, we say that “to 
exist is to be perceived.” This is Berkeley’s form¬ 
ula, “Esse est perd^.'* To which he added the 
clause “out percipere,** since the perceivers also 
exist. The sum of all reality consists of perceivers 
and perceptions, thinkers and their thoughts.* 


The doctrine that to be is to be perceived is the 
basis of a contemporary philosophical movement in 
Germany, known as Existenx-philosophie. Accord¬ 
ing to these thinkers (among them Professor Heideg¬ 
ger of Freiburg and Professor Jaspers of Heidel¬ 
berg) the most concrete being is not physical, but 
the physical-held-in-mind; and the mind is most con¬ 
crete not when it inspects, as an observer, but when 

* Professor G. E. Moore wrote in 1904 a refutation of idealism. The 
argument was that “to exist is to exist,” “to be is to be.” 

He maintained that it was a plain logical error to propose that 
“to be” is “to be perceived”: all we can properly say is “to be is to 
be.” The objection is purely arbitrary and very bad logic. When¬ 
ever we abstract an aspect of a thing from the whole, as the color 
of a surface from its shape and size, we may remind ourselves of the 
abstraction by saying that “to have color is to have shape and size.” 
Berkeley’s point is that the phrase “to exist” is such an abstraction: 
we complete the fact when we say “to exist is to be an object; to be 
an object is to be perceived.” 

The new realism itself, of which Professor Moore is a founder, 
depends on the doctrine that “to be is to be capable of relation¬ 
ship.” It is strange that a movement in philosophy could rest on so 
empty a dictum as that “to be is to be, and nothing else.” 
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it passionately cares about what is before it. If we 
se^ reality we shall find it in experience, deeply and 
anxiously felt. 

147. Berkeley is not averse to criticism; he in¬ 
vites those who doubt his argument to state where 
it is at fault. He anticipates our objections, and 
answers them. The most persistent of these diffi¬ 
culties are perhaps these; that he seems to destroy 
the difference between reality and illusion; and that 
he fails to account for the existence of objects 
when no mind perceives them. 

148. Does Berkeley’s idealism destroy the dif¬ 
ference between reality and illusion? 

Berkeley believed to the contrary. In denying 
material substance, he denied only what no man 
ever really thought, because it has no meaning. 
He felt himself upholding the cause of conmum 
sense against the artifice of. the intellect which 
devises the abstraction of ‘material substance.’ He 
is prepared to state in definite terms what the dif¬ 
ference between reality and illusion is. 

When we discover an illusion to be an illusion, 
as when we recover from a mirage or from the 
mistake of thinking a bit of sky seen through 
trees to be a body of water, it is always experience 
that replaces experience, a more reliable experi¬ 
ence replacing a less reliable. The ‘reality* is the 
kind of experience that maintains itself in all 
subsequent judgment. It is therefore not some¬ 
thing outside of experience or, in Berkeley’s terms, 
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outside of idea. The marks of the real as distinct 
from the illusory experience are as follows: 

Reality is (i) vivid, strong, lively, distinct; it 
(ii) has order and e<di«rence,.w:ejcan in 

minute detail and it never vanishes under our 
hand, as dreams do; in particular it (iii) has bio* 
logical consequences,—^it causes plea8ur?^SiffiEh 
pain, the real fire burns, the real food sustains us, 
the real rock displays its habitual inertia. The 
more violently you encounter ‘reality*—^if you 
take the direction of Doctor Johnson’s toe-stub¬ 
bing refutation, the more certainly you play into 
Berkeley’s hands. For nobody supposes the pain 
of a stubbed toe to be out of consciousness, and 
here the pain and the resistance are found to¬ 
gether. When we ‘learn from experience’ it is 
reality which teaches us; but what we learn is 
that X leads to y, fire leads to burning ,—vre learn 
the connections between our experiences—and 
these laws of connection, as objects of thou^t, 
are part of our perception of the world. The real 
remains within experience. 

Might we add to these marks of ‘realit y!-/ ivl 
fhftt it, I'a ovt/.rni»l tig? Physical reality is for 
the most part external to our body; and this 
‘externality’ is the source of much of the resistance 
to Berkeley’s argument. But ‘external to the body’ 
or ‘outside of the head’ or ‘in front of the eyes’ does 
not mean external to the mind. Body, bead, eyes, 
are all Spatial objects, and they with all othor 
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physical things are external to the mind in the 
sense that they are objects and not the mind itself. 
But space and all its contents Berkeley has shown 
to be mental: none of these objects is beyond the 
mind; they are all qualities of experience, they 
are not outside experience. 

All this indicates that reality is simply standard 
experience, and illusion is experience which fails 
to come up to standard in some one or more re¬ 
spects. Hence the world retains under Berkeley’s 
view all the reality that it can have in the mind 
of any man who is not misled by abstract ideas. 

We have, however, omitted one characteristic of 
reality which seems to stand apart. It is (v) active 
or a product of external action. I do not make it. 
I have no choice what I shall see when I open my 
eyes. This means to Berkeley, that it is produced 
in us by the only active thing we know, namely, a 
Hving spirit outside ourselves, certainly not by an 
inert material substance. 

149. Does Berkeley’s idealism leave absent or 
unperceivable objects out of account, such objects 
as atoms, or unknown stars, or the unobserved and 
partly unknown forces with which physics reck¬ 
ons? Or simply the furniture in houses at night, 
the unobserved interior of the earth, the continu¬ 
ing processes within us and without us which 
follow their courses without our knowledge and 
maintain the perfect march of the world’s aging? 
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Berkeley’s reply here is complete also. The frag¬ 
mentary world of direct perception is made, by 
scientific .thought, into a complete and continuous 
whole. Of this supplement to perception, it is ob¬ 
viously in the first place, for us, an object of 
thought; and thoughts are not out of mind. 
Science does not use ^substance’: it only uses law, 
the rule by which experiences follow one another, 
depend on one another, and so are always supple¬ 
menting one another make up a complete world 
picture. 

When we say, then, that nature exists when no 
man perceives it, and that it existed before man 
existed to perceive it, we can only mean that the 
laws continue to hold, backward as well as forward 
without limit in time or space; and this may be 
true if there exists an eternal mind to think them. 
The mind of God is the guarantee, and the only 
guarantee, for the eternal endurance and order 
of nature. . 
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SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM 

150. We wish now to consider the argument of 
idealism in independence of Berkeley’s line of 
thought. 

The negative propositjf» ^ idoAligm - is th at 
natures not mdeyendeniln rea l. It is real in the 
sense defined by Berkeley: it has an internal stand¬ 
ard which corrects illusion. But it is not real as 
sin independent, self-sufficient being: its reality is 
derived from the life behind it. 

The illusion of nature’s independence comes 
very largely from the belief that the objects which 
we perceive are the caatet of our perceiving them, 
in other words, that there is in nature a genuine 
and original activity which can affect the mind, 
and which does in feict produce our sensations. 

This impression can be shown conclusively to 
be mistaken by an argument independent of 
Berkeley’s. The argument consists in assuming 
that the theory of independent natural activity 
is true, and observing that it leads to self-con¬ 
tradiction. 

161. Simply stated, the argument requires 
chiefly that we be able to count two, and remember 
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which was which. It is tliis; if physical th ings are 
ca tues of our perceptions, they are not our pe r¬ 
c eptions ; and our perceptions, as their effects, are 
not these things ;,but our perceptions ar e what we 
have of ilie world, hence we do not have the wo^d 
ifadf before us« but only a subj ectiv e mental repre - 
S CTtationW it) But this result is contradictory to 
the assumption of naturalism, that we have the 
real world before us,. 

This statement may be too brief to be easily 
followed: I will therefore give the argument a 
fuller and more carefuUy ticketed form. Take any 
object in nature (N) and any observer (S), and 
follow the naturalistic explanation of how S comes 
to know 


Let N be a candle, for example, and let us trace 
the course of the physical action of the light 
through the eye to the retina and the brain. The 
event in the brain is not itself luminous, nor 
V candle-shaped; but on the basis of that brain- 
' event, and at the same time with it, the mind (S) 
^has an impression of the candle. Designate the 
i impression as n to distinguish it from the ireal 
I candle, N. It is the effect; the candle-light is the 
' cause: cause and effect are obviously not identicaL 
I We have now to reflect that we who follow this 
process are ourselves observers of the candle, and 
^ are in the same position toward the object in which 
, S stands. Let me take mysdf as an example, and 
^designate myself as S^. 
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My impression of the candle, n^, will then be 
different from the candle itself, N. 

But now, which is the impression and which is 
the candle? I cannot disown my impression: the 
impression is what I have, just as for S, the im¬ 
pression n is what he has. But what I have is just 
what I have been calling N. N must be my im¬ 
pression, then, and not the real candle. The real 
cause has slipped away from me; and I am left 
with a world composed of «’s, a world of my im¬ 
pressions. 

Beginning with naturalism, which gives full 
credit to the appearance of nature before me as 
being the real thing with which I have to do, we 
end in subjective idealism, which contradicts that 
beginning. 

This does not prove subjective idealism to be 
true. It proves my original assumption of natural 
realism to be wrong. If subjective idealism is true, 
it needs further evidence. 

162. Further evidences for the inclusion of ex¬ 
perience in the mind: * 

(a) There is no jar nor break nor d iscernible 
line between perception and memory . Can any one 
locate in his own experience the point atwhich a 
sound ceases to be heard and begins to be remem¬ 
bered ? In the hearing of a word of several syl¬ 
lables, the syllable just past seems to be there 
with the syllable just now being uttered. But the 
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past exists only in the mind. Therefore the present 
presumably exists in the same manner. 

163. (6) TVhat is included in the word mind? 
A mind would not be complete without its thoughts 
and its sensations. But the objects of nature are 
objects either of thought or of sensation or of 
both. Hence there is notliing in nature which is 
not an integral part of what we mean by mind. 

164. (c) When we think of nature as other 
than mind, we think of its “externality” or its 
“objectivity.” The question is what we mean by 
externality or objectivity. Whatever the answer, 
objectivity must be something I mean or think. 
And the effort hy thought to get beyond the mind 
is evidently doomed from the start to failure: 
The mind may always say, 

When me they fly, I am the wings. 

It is true that thought always brings us nearor 
to reality; but it is also true that the more we 
think, the more thoroughly the object is a thought- 
object, i. e., the more completely it is ‘taken up 
into the subject.’ Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason 
(1781) is an attempt to show that not only space 
and time as the empty framework of nature, but 
also the ideas of substance and causation and inter¬ 
action, of quantity and relation, all of which go 
to make up the physical objects with which science 
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deals, are thoughts by which the mind shapes the 
raw material of experience. (Watson, Selections 
from Kant, pp. 92-1S8.) 

155. Immanuel Kant (17^4-1804) is a less 
urbane writer than Berkeley and far frmn trans¬ 
parently clear. His great work is done late in life, 
and represents vast effort of detail. But he is a 
thinker of exceptional candor; his conscience takes 
the form of an immense effort for systematic 
arrangement of his thought. It would be out of the 
scope of this work to offer an exposition of Kant’s 
thought. But it will be well to put before you 
some of its motives. 

Like Berkeley, Kant begins his Critique with 
reflections on the nature of space. But he joins 
time wit h » they must be taken together in 
stretching the measure of the world-room in which 
the universe is spread. They are alike in the prob¬ 
lems they raise. Each appears to be endless; for 
if we try to set a boundary, there is always more' 
beyond. Each appears to be intangible, an absence 
of being rather than & being; for if we encounter 
any thing in space, we at once distinguish it from 
the space it occupies, and if we have an snsnf, we 
distinguish it from the time it occupies: both 
space and time are better characterized by the 
emptiness which surrounds the perceptible entities 
than by their filling. Yet each has a definite struc¬ 
ture: space is a manifold of positions, each per- 
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fectly distinct from every other; time is a mAnifnM 
of dates, each distinct from every other.' If space 
and time have a grain, it is so fine that there is no 
limit to the possibility of making minute separa¬ 
tions of position. They are both continuous— 
tiiere is no gjap in either, for if there were a gap 
it would be a space-or-time gap: there can be no 
holes in space for a hole is a space. Each lends itself 
to mathematical treatment. Kant thought that 
geometry was peculiarly applicable to space and 
arithmetic to time. But a generalized geometry 
of intervab applies to both; and arithmetic applies 
to both, for there can be no geometry without 
distinctions, and no distinctions without number, 
and further: every continuum requires for its de¬ 
scription those extensions of number-theory which 
deal with infinite collections. 

Space and time pr esent mysteries for any view 
of the world. Naturalism is peculiarly embarrassed 
by the fact that they are apart from all natural 
happening. They have no evolution; they are 
changeless; t hey could have had no beginning. 
For aU beginnings are in time ; and time, there- 
fore, is before and after every beginning. Time 
measures all change; but for that reason, the 
time-order itself cannot change. 

In view of the enigmas which lie in the nature 
of space and time, Herbert Spencer calls them 
‘inconceivable.’ Kant offers a different account of 
them. 
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Kant’s interest is taken by the question how 
we know space and time. We can hardly say we 
perceive them by the senses for they are themselves 
imperceptible, and they extend beyond the limits 
of sensation. We know, for example, that space 
is behind us as well as in front of us. As Kant 
puts it, space is “not given by experience” because 
there could be no experience of things unless space 
were “ready” to place such experience. We cannot 
think space away though we can imagine all its 
contents to disappear. (This involves an exercise 
of imagination which one should try with some 
care. As you annihilate the last object in space, 
is space left intact?) This implies that it is not 
given to us in the same way as its contents. If it 
is an insuppressible notion, even when there are 
no objects of sense, must it not be a product of 
the mind’s own action? 

Space and time are not ‘ideas* in the sense that 
tiiey are class names—including in their scope 
many single instances, as the idea man includes all 
men. For there is only one space; all the ‘spaces’ 
are fragments of it. Further all possible parts of it 
are there at once (whereas not all possible men are 
existent) : it is known without exploration to be an 
infinite totality; how could we know this unless we 
ourselves were the authors of the notion? And there 
is one further, and to Kant conclusive, evidence 
that we are admitted into the very origin of space, 
namely that geometry is taken to be valid for aU 
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parts of it however remote, without the necessity 
of testing it from place to place. (The develop¬ 
ments of non-Euclidean geometry and of the 
physics of relativity have led to modification of 
some of these propositions about space. It will be 
well for the reader to remember, however, that 
much of the language of physical theory makes 
use of common terms with altered meanings. Thus 
when ‘curved space’ is referred to, the curvature 
applies to an assumed physical medium occupying 
Kantian space, not to that space itself: for 
curvature has its amount and there can be no 
measure of curvature unless there are straight 
lines.) The conclusion drawn by Kant is that 
space is an order of arrangement of the stuff of 
sensation, which order is the activity of the mind 
itself. He calls it an a priori form of perception. 
Our geometry is a universal geometry because the 
object to which it applies is our own construction, 
uniform throughout. A corresponding argument 
for time leads to the conclusion that time is the 
a priori form of inner perception, the order pri¬ 
marily of the succession of experiences. The science 
of number is a priori; and the science of motion, 
kinematics, which unites considerations of space 
and time, is a priori likewise. 

If space and time are the work of the mind, 
then the entire phenomenal world will share that 
character in respect to its extent and the relations 
of its parts. For this reason, questions about 
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the beginning and end of the world will lead to 
mental confusion, if we assume that the extent of 
the world is a fixed external fact. We find that we 
can give plausible reasons for supposing that the 
world has no beginning in time and no limit in 
space; we find that we can give equally good 
reasons for thinking that the world must have had 
a beginning in time (for an infinite series hM no 
terminus, and the series of time-moments has ar¬ 
rived at the Now), and a limit in space. The 
situation is an ‘antinomy’: both propositions ap¬ 
pear inescapable, both cannot be true. Likewise 
for the divisibility of things—^they must be and 
cannot be infinitely divisible. These antinomies had 
very early impressed the mind of Kant, and had 
led him, quite apart from his observations on space 
and time above reviewed, to the belief that these 
characters of the world are not objective, and that 
the question whether the world has or has not a 
beginning does not admit of an objective answer. 
Wherever we go, we carry space-time order with 
us; there is therefore no limit to the extent to 
which we can trace history backward, or the stellar 
universe outward, or the minute structure of things, 
inward. But in themselves, there is no spatial- 
temporal aspect o^ things, hence no pertinence to 
the enquiry. 

So far, Kant’s thought has dealt with the for¬ 
mal order of experience. But what of its stuff? 
Strangely enough, while mankind was more nearly 
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ready to accept the stufil of sensation (the ‘secon¬ 
dary qualities’) as subjective than to think of 
space and time as subjective, Kant takes this 
sense-stuff as the given ‘manifold* which we do not 
ourselves beget, and which definitely betokens 
outer activity. It is presupposed in all the ordering 
of the mind. Upon the space-time arrangement 
there is built the structure of our concepts of sub¬ 
stance, causal relationship, world system. Of these 
ideas, or ‘categories,’ Kant has to say as he said 
of space and time: (1) they are not given in ex¬ 
perience (which is the reason Locke, Berkeley, 
and Hume cannot find them there); (2) they 
make experience possible, for without them the re¬ 
liable connection and association of quality with 
quality could not be so much £i8 stated; and (S) 
they are therefore the work of the mind, and a 
priori necessary. It is not accurate, then, to say 
with Berkeley that there is no physical substance, 
nor with Hume that there is no objective causality: 
if there is any nature at all, or any intelligible 
experience, substance and cause are in the con¬ 
stitution of it. But without the mind there would 
be no order of nature, nothing but the unknow¬ 
able, unspatial, untemporal, uncausal source of the 
manifold stuff. 

When we attempt to take the world of nature 
as objective fact we find not alone the puzzles of 
substance which Berkeley and Hume wrestled with, 
but also antinomies regarding causality and the 
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totality of things. If we, have causes at all there 
must be somewhere first causes, free origination 
(as presumably in free will) ; and there cannpt be 
first causes, because any origination must have its 
own reason or prior cause. So also the world has 
its totality, we can think of it as a whole; and 
the world cannot have any totality, for it cannot 
be enclosed or finished. These antinomies resolve 
themselves when we recognize that causality and 
the world idea itself cannot be attributed to ob¬ 
jects apart from the mind. The categories apply 
only to ‘experience’; and all the confusions of 
metaphysics arise from trying to apply them to 
things as they are in themselves. There can be 
no scientific metaphysics. 

Kant’s system of thought may be taken as a 
powerful technical elaboration of the thesis that 
the mind is a factor in forming the world which 
it seems to observe as an independent and self- 
operating object. In beholding and thinking the 
world, the mind recovers awareness of itself. 
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SUBJECTIVE IDEALISM EXAMINED 

156. Su bjecti v e idealism in its pure form is not 
fou nd in Berkeley or Kant. Each l eaves for the 
i ndividual mind some link with an outer world. 
Vet each uses arguments which would justify a 
compIet e~subjectivismi . ‘ ‘The world is my repre - 
sentation.” Tliis position is approximated by 
lieibniz, for whom eac E ~seI? is a ‘monf^* a com; 
^etely closed universe of ex per ience.'un rolling 
its own i ^anuramS ji'ifriie indepen den ce o f, 
l out also in~perfect8ynchronism wit h, that o^eye^ 
other mo nad (L eibniz, Monadology, Rand, 199- 
214). It is the logical conclusion of the principle 
that whatever I perceive or think of is “in my 
mind.” For whatever be the object of my thought, 
even though it be the whole world or the whole 
of past or future history, still I can always prefix 
the clause “ I think,” and this at once exhi b its the 
object as my idea. The “I thi n k” is but the acknow l- 
^gme nt of the la tent or sub cpnsciouft tie of pos -, 
session ^ic h moors all my obj ects to me, and 
gatKcH~{hem wi thin what I call my selLj 

We feel this philosophy extravagant. It is lite r- 
^ly(a cosmic egms^ (It was most violently as¬ 
s erted, witn th e etmcal consequence s w hich pajght 
be supposed to follo w from thinking of all my 
objects, including fellow human beings, as mer e 
imag es befor^me , by/jt^x Stirn^in Per Einzig e 

286 








286 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


und sein Eigentum.) Our present task is to define 
this uneasiness, and to see whither it leads. The 
idealistic insight is too deep founded to be essen¬ 
tially wrong; the present form of it is too self- 
enclosed to be entirely right. Its defects will be 
found by carrying its theses to their full conse¬ 
quences, such as the following: 

(a) The plurality of worlds. 

If my world is made of my idcas^ and my ide as 
are products of my activity,—and if .eajsh-.Rei:sop 
is, as h e seems to be, distinct from everj; othe:^— 
then "Tor each thinker there must be a separate 
space-time world witK ^a sep arate nature Jn ij: 
there will be a s many worlds as ther^a re minds . 
This conclusion is accepted b^^^ eibniz, each 
monadlbeing^ Complete microcosg^to^^Tf. 

For each thinker , ^pace would be single andJn - 
finite , as Kant held; but each thi nker wo ijl d have a 
differe'^ lipac^ t ^fe woul d therefo rebe a multitu de 
of complete ahd'l^nite spacesT^h o one of which jttad 
eaxy conn ection’" with any otfe^ j^ant never made 
clear whether he also though^rf;;7^tBe" mijadlihich 
imposed its sp ace-fornTon the stuff of sensatinn^as 
plifiralTBFso^treTo^^ t o admit the presen ce 

of many* space8^fXXt-i^®vident*^fr^ this that we 
<S^na£3Jii nk of tiie monads as strewn ab o uFm spac e. 
HqWjJbhen, would they be “distiS^ish^ from ohe 
a nother?) "" “ " . ^ 

157. (6) Solipsism. 

I cannot forget that my neighbors are parts of 
wj world, and that I have ideas of them als^ I 
must accept for them the logic of ideas; then in 
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dealing with what I take to be these other selves, 
I shall be dealing with objects of my own thought. 
Then I have no real conversation with other origi¬ 
nal sources of thou ght.; no really social life. Love 
and hate becornypa ntominui^ Each person is shut 


up to himsdf alon^ 


Leibniz "was willing to accept this conclusio n 
also : t he monads, he said, no wii^tow^ * And 
not a Tew thin kers have~felt t hat the conclusion is 
logicsJly in escapable; a nd.thatjff e can rescue o ur- 
^ves from it only by a wrench of faith which i s 
pragmatically, but not rationally ^ justified. Quite 
apart from the ar gument of subje c tivism, it a_p-_ 
pears to many th inker s obvious t hat we do not- 
othpr miri ds than our owrnj but t hat w e 
h ave good reasons for asserl^ing t heir existence ; 
we infer the exi stence of persons not ourselvea. 

an inference is, of course, a thought; and the 
t houg ht of other conscious bein gs is not their actua l 
presence. I ca nnot by infere nce escape the circle 
of my own subjectivity.^^ 


168. (c) God also included. 

Both Descartes and Berkeley appeal to God to 
escape from the magic circle of the self. Berkeley 
also alleges the knowledge of passivity in sensation 
as the sign of the outer reality; but is not the 
sense of being acted upon also an ‘*idea** ? I have 
the idea of my passivity, and the idea that this 
implies an agent. But these again are my thoughts. 
God as the assumed cause of the stuff of experience 
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becomes an hypothesis, an object within my nund 
and made by mind. Is there any better reason for 
believing in God than for believing in matter, or 
in other minds? Or rather, as objects of belief, 
must not God and other minds alike be taken 
within my own mind?^ 

169. These consequences do not constitute a 
disproof of subjective idealism. They do not ap¬ 
pear to contradict it^ It is conceivable that one 
might accept them all as results of theoretical 
analysis, while reserving, as Hume did, the free¬ 
dom to be lieve otherw ise jyhen in the comp any o f 
his friends the rigo rs of in tellect were off 

But subjectivism meets also the vigorous oppo¬ 
sition of certain intuitions which must be set side 
by side with the intuitions leading to idealism.. 
We have an intuition that we are not alone, and 
that the figures we deal with are real and present 
persons. We also have an intuition that the space 
and time of our experience are identically the same 
as their space and time; and that the world of 
nature is therefore one and not many. 

These intuitions, especially the first, are so 
strong that many have taken it as sufilcient dis¬ 
proof of any philosophy to show that solipsism is 
one of its consequences. 

But we are bound, if we believe in reason, to 
turn these intuitions also into conceptual form, 
and not leave them as simple dogmas. When in¬ 
tuition clashes with intuition, that is the specific 
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occasion for thinking! It will not do to refute 
solipsism by merely refusing to believe it^ 

160. Professor R. B. Perry gives a rational 
diagnosis of subjective idealism, by pointing out 
and labelling its fallacies. Chief among them is 
the fallacy of argument from the “egoi^finladc 
predicament.” (Present Philosophical Tendencies, 
129-133.) Our situation is admittedly “ego-cen¬ 
tric,” i. e., everything we think of is our thought: 
we cannot get away from the “I think,” which 
binds all objects within the self. But this situation 
is a ‘predicament’ because it prevents us from 
knowing objects which we neither perceive nor 
think of, and (Perry believes) there may he such 
objects. It is f6dlacious, he argues, to generalize 
on the basis of what we ego-centric beings can find, 
as if a person with blue glasses on should say there 
]is nothing red in the world! The statement “I 
can find nothing but my ideas” does not imply 
that “Nothing exists but my ideas”; for the “pre¬ 
dicament” simply prevents me from finding the 
negative instances, the things which exist beyond 
my perception and thought. 

This criticism, ingenious as it is, fails to touch 
the root of the matter. It appears that in pleading 
for the possibly unperceived and unthought nega¬ 
tive instances. Professor Perry thinks that he (in 
his realistic capacity) can think of objects which 
he (in his ego-centric capacity) cannot think of. 
The subjectivist has already thought of them. 
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The trouble with subjective idealism is not a fear 
that there may exist objects which, because of our 
ego-prison, we do not find; the trouble is that this 
idealism seems to dispute what we do find —the 
other persons here present, the singleness of the 
world we have in common. It is to these findings 
or intuitions that we must do justice. 

161. We come nearer to the heart of the diffi¬ 
culty when we observe that, just as Berkeley 
could show that real and unreal are distinctions 
within experience, so self and not-self are distinc¬ 
tions within experience. That is to say, each self 
is self-conscious, has an awareness of itself, an idea 
of itself; and (since every idea is in contrast with 
what it is not) also an idea of what is not itself. 

Solipsism is a self-refuting position. 

Whoever says can know only my ideas” makes 
a tacit admission: in imagining himself as confined 
to his own ideas, he confesses a fancy that he 
might know something else, otherwise his propo¬ 
sition has no significance. He is like Professor 
Perry, who thinks there may be objects his ego¬ 
centric self does not think of. His assertion there¬ 
fore avows a wider horizon than “only his ideas”: 
he must mentally get out of himself in order to 
assert that he is confined to himself. So Leibniz, 
as philosopher, when he asserts that the monads 
have no windows is placing himself outside them 
all; and knowing them to be plural and different 
from his own monad is ascribing to this, his monad, 
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an ample window—^perhaps a complete absence of 
walla. 

Now it would be impossible for me to tliink of 
what is not myself or beyond my ideas unless ex¬ 
perience were providing material for proposing 
to me the conceptions of self and not-self simul¬ 
taneously. 

The error of subjectivism (and so of solipsism) 
lies in supposing that an idea of what is not self 
is a contradiction in terms, whereas the contra¬ 
diction lies in asserting that the self is confined to 
ideas of self. 

But subjectivism persists in its question, How 
can there be an idea of anything beyond myself? 
The answer to this question is a crucial point in 
philosophy. 

162. It is the nature of knowledge to lay hold 
on what is not myself. An idea is, generally speak¬ 
ing, an idea of something not identical with the 
thinker. To perceive is to appropriate, to make 
my own what is being “given”: my idea of the 
object is my degree of possession, shown in my 
degree of capacity to reproduce in imagination 
and ultimately in fact. Empirical knowing is a 
transition into my idea, not the mere factual pres¬ 
ence of idea: its first stage is contact with what 
is not myself. 

The troth of subjective idealism is that what¬ 
ever I know or have an idea of becomes mine. I 
remember it, take mental possession of it, use it 
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in imagination and dream, reproduce it in a thou¬ 
sand ways. There is nothing we perceive which 
we cannot reproduce; and indeed, by retaining, 
we immediately proceed to reproduce every in¬ 
coming impression. The world becomes my idea. 
But in its first presentation it is not mine. And 
while Kant and Leibniz are right, that sensation 
itself is an active process in which the mind is 
interpreting its received material by means of its 
own thoughts, they are wrong when they suppose 
that because of this activity, we are not also 
passive or receptive. Kant insisted that we receive 
the stuff of experience, but create the form: the 
truer view is that we receive both stuff and form^ 
and re-create both. Experience does come in to 
us from outside. 

The real question, then, is as to the nature of 
this outside and active reality. 

163. Here the naturalist wishes us to go back 
to the position that this not-self consists of matter 
or energy. But this we cannot do. This position 
is untenable in reason (§151) ; just as Bergson 
has made it untenable in intuition. The true phi¬ 
losophy must preserve all that is true in subjective 
idealism; the destruction of material substance 
considered as a rootage of all physical beings in 
a completely self-sufficient, inanimate reality, the 
independent world of nature,—^this negative prop¬ 
osition of idealism cannot be undone. There can 
be no going back to naturalism. 
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Also, the positive proposition is true, that reality 
is of the nature of mind. The error lies solely in the 
possessive ‘my.’ There is something beyond self, 
as real as myself; but that outer reality is not 
matter, it is other mind. That which acts upon 
me in sense-experience is some mind other than 
my own. 

For the only thing that can limit or act upon a 
self is another self. Self is like space: it can only 
be limited by something of its own kind. Reality 
is what corrects our errors; but what is that? 
When I rectify a mistake, it is because a false 
judgment is displaced, not by a dead fact, but by 
a true judgment. The true judgment is what is 
forced upon me. But a judgment belongs to a 
judging mind. The world of reality, therefore, 
which is the world of truth, is the world of a uni¬ 
versal and final judgment, a universal self. 

We thus pass from subjective idealism to objec¬ 
tive idealism. 

We proceed to consider the position of objective 
idealism both from the point of view of nature, 
and from that of our social world. 

Note: Idealism has too long been identified by its 
critics with the subjective theory of knowledge: it is 
time for a fairer statement of its position, and so for 
a better understanding among contemporary schools 
of philosophy, all of which have learned from the 
century of debate. 

Solipsism tends to vanish as a theory of knowl¬ 
edge. It is generally agreed that experience involves 
knowing a reality not ourselves. We have never been 



294 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

shut up to ourselves. The question is, What is that 
other thing? Idealism does not answer idly, My 
thought. It answers, Some conscious life exhibiting 
itself to my thought. Experiencing is intercourse 
with a not-self; but it is not staring across, as over 
a chasm; it is a passing across, and an adoption. 
Epistemological realism tends to be a static congeal¬ 
ing of the first stage of knowing: true, but purely 
cross-sectional. 

The subjective intuition itself we fail to estimate 
at its legitimate value, because too much has been 
built upon it. It continues to impress us as an epis¬ 
temological trick; and we are satisfied when we have 
‘refuted’ it, or bluntly rejected it, that we have jlis- 
posed of it, root and branch. Finding that it is not 
the complete solution of the world-riddle, we fail to 
see in it a partial indication of world-structure. The 
latent “I think” is not to be ignored: to affect to 
regard it as unimportant is to make a principle of 
the forgetfulness-of-self appropriate to specific ac¬ 
tion. There is no full account of reality which ab¬ 
stracts from the reach of selfhood into all its pores, 
and not only of the observing self, also of the self 
that wills and cares. The subjective argument has 
amply shown that the factuality of things is not their 
essence: in some way, their being is what they mean. 

Finally, some of the results of the subjective anal¬ 
yses are discounted because they have so thoroughly 
gone into our life blood. Materialism is dead, l^at 
we have is ‘experience.’ And as preliminary analyses 
of experience, if not as finalities, Hume’s distinc¬ 
tions, the phenomenological point of view, the de¬ 
scriptive methods of Mach, Pearson, Poincar4, the 
new subjectivism of physics, neo-realism itself, have 
become possible. 

On these results, the philosophical world should be 
prepared to agree. 



Chapter XXIV 


OBJECTIVE IDEALISM 

164, Objective idealism meets half-way the 
feeling of naturalism that natur e-does not belong 
to me, the private self, but existed before me and 
will exist after me. 

It also retains all that is valid in subjective 
idealism. Subjective idealism has shown beyond 
question that materialism is an impossible phi- 
losophy. And it has given strong support to the 
view that reality is mental, by showing the genu¬ 
ine creative power of the mind. For though the 
experience of nature is first ghen to us by an 
outside agency, we at once proceed to interpret 

eii us: we are first pa s- 
sive and then activ e. It is the extraordinary extent 
and power of this silent activity which alone justi¬ 
fies the audacious hypothesis of objective idealism 
that a jnind thatj^e jeality||| 

behi nd ^ dwitiuj^ be. men ta.1. 

165. We can best appreciate what mental ac¬ 
tivity can do by considering the process of dream¬ 
ing: for in sleep the intrusions of outer reality are 
—not abolished, but reduced to a minimum. The 
vivid dream has all the concreteness of experience, 
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It often exceeds reality, both in the direction of 
realizing wishes and ambitions—for it is most com¬ 
pletely in dreams that our ^Mreams come true”— 
and in the opposite direction of giving actual 
shape to our chief fears and dreads. We seem pas¬ 
sive to our dreams as to our waking experience; 
the conscious self has little power to control the 
course of the dream event. Yet the dream must be, 
in all pictorial detail, the product of our minds, 
our subjective imagination. 

Now in waking hours, the mind is similarly ac¬ 
tive, though its activity is partly overborne, like 
stars in daylight, by the superior vividness of 
what we call the ‘reaP world. But it is not wholly 
overborne: it is easy to demonstrate that we are 
contributing every moment to the fabric of what 
we perceive. We hear a sound; we immediately 
interpret it as a ‘step,’ a ‘bell,’ an ‘auto horn,’ 
adding a visual image to the sound. Even in di¬ 
rect vision we see very largely what we expect to 
see rather than what is there,—otherwise the pro¬ 
fessional magicians would find it harder to deceive 
us and proof-reading would more certainly see the 
mistakes in spelling. Some of the arts depend on 
this mental supplementation of fact. A ‘two-color’ 
process in coloring moving pictures uses only reds 
and greens; but the observer sees a much fuller 
gamut of color, supplying the blues and yellows 
from his own resources, and enjoying the picture 
as though they were there. In such pictures, con- 



OBJECTIVE IDEALISM 297 

tinuity of motion, distance, and some elements of 
color are all supplied by the observer. Thus the 
very stuff of sensation, which even Kant assumed 
to be imported into the mind, is to some extent the 
product of the mind. 

All this activity of ours is, of course, secondary: 
its materials are derived from some previous ex¬ 
perience, for the most part. But what it shows is 
that there is nothing given in experience which 
we are not capable of reproducing. We are npt 
the:,iMP>g m T t t "CT eaioi^-Q£^ worlcL-but we are ap¬ 
prentices in creativity: we are learning how to 
produce a world out of our own store. Just as, 
when we read history, there is nothing there re¬ 
corded which is not of the nature of ourselves 
(Emerson’s essay on History), so, as we appre¬ 
hend nature, there is nothing in its fabric which 
remains alien to our powers of reproduction. 

It is the reality of this creative power of the 
human mind which gives substance to the hy¬ 
pothesis of objective idealism: we have in our own 
being something like in kind to the activity which 
produces nature and presents it to us. 

166. That supreme mind would indeed differ 
from our own, and not merely in greatness: it 
would also be different in quality. Our minds can 
only create after they have learned from experi¬ 
ence; but the world-mind must bring forth the 
qualities of experience from itself, without pre- 
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vious pattern: it must therefore be wholly active, 
not partly passive. Further, in its deliberate 
thought of the world, which is the creation of the 
world, it presents the world not alone to itself but 
to us; and this process of commurUcating the 
world-perception to other minds is evidently a 
different process from that of simply imagining 
an object for oneself.* Thus the world-mind, 
while sharing with our minds the essential ele¬ 
ments of thought and will which justify the term 
‘mind,’ is profoundly different from our minds. 

But these differences do not affect tlie main hy¬ 
pothesis: that the reality of nature consists in its 
being willed (and therefore thought) by a crea¬ 
tive mind. 

167. It has sometimes been taken as a sufficient 
proof of objective idealism that it avoids the dif¬ 
ficulties of both naturalism and subjective ideal¬ 
ism, while satisfying the idealistic intuitions of 
the race. It is the hypothesis to which we are natu¬ 
rally led when we try to combine what is true in 
subjectivism with what is true in naturalism. It 
is, in short, a “synthesis” of these two incomplete 
and imperfect views. 

This is sometimes called a dialectical proof: the 
‘thesis’ (naturalism) leads to the ‘antitliesis’ 

♦ Our own existence, as minds distinct from the world-mind, has 
also to be accounted for. Into these and other problems which his 
hypothesis involv^, the objective idealist inquires in such construc¬ 
tive works as Josiah Boyce’s The World and the Individual,—see 
especially the second volume. 
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(subjective idealism) ; and these in turn lead to 
the synthesis. 

But all we can fairly say of such a synthesis is 
that it is a better theory than either of the two 
earlier theories: it accounts for all the truth so 
far brought to light. It may, in turn, be super¬ 
seded (unless every effort to depart from it brings 
us back to it). It would thus be in order to seek 
other evidence that nature depends upon a crea¬ 
tive mind. Let me mention some of this evidence, 
not by w^ay of proof but by way of indication: 

168. That as life comes only from life: so mmd 
comes only from mind. 

Pasteur made it probable that under present 
conditions, living organisms come only from pre¬ 
ceding living organisms. Bergson in Creative Evo¬ 
lution may be said to have generalized this doc¬ 
trine, to the effect that all life in the cosmos comes 
from a single source, VElan vital. There is reason 
to believe that Bergson’s ‘‘life” is mental in na¬ 
ture; and that the doctrine can be further speci¬ 
fied in the form “Mind only comes from mind.” 
When mind seems to “emerge” from something 
non-mental, the particular arrangements of mat¬ 
ter, nerve-cells or brains, which serve as its physi¬ 
cal organs, become organs of mind only if mind 
is already present in the universe.* 

* Hoyd Morgan. Emergent Evolution; I.. T. Hobhouse, Develc^ 
ment and Purpose. S. Alexander, in Space. Time and Deity, takes an 
opposing view. 
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169. That causality is purposive. 

In our chapter on ‘^The Newer Teleology” 
(§60 f., above) we sliowed that causality is com¬ 
patible with purpose. We brouglit out no posi¬ 
tive evidence that the causal energy of nature is 
purposive. But what is energy Is it mere mathe¬ 
matics.^ 

Schopenhauer believed that at one point we 
have an inner view of energy, namely in our own 
will. The energy which appears in the brain as 
chemical or electrical appears in the mind as will- 
energy; and tliis is its true nature. Spencer only 
carries this idea from the brain into the outer 
world when he argues that in lifting a weight the 
pull down must be equal in quantity to the pull 
up when the weight is held in equilibrium; and 
things can be equal in quantity only when they 
are alike in kind: the feel of the up-pull must 
then be some clew to the nature of the down-pull. 

But there are certain signs, too, in the way in 
which scientists have treated the laws of energy, 
that they have intuitively assigned to nature a 
certain moral quality. In his experiments on the 
law of falling bodies, Galileo, hampered by poor 
technical facilities for exact measurement, had to 
retard the fall by rolling the body down an in¬ 
clined plane. In doing so, he made the assump¬ 
tion that the velocity of the ball at the foot of the 
plane would be the same no matter what the slope 
of the plane. What was the idea that led to this 
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assumption? He reasoned that if we could vary 
the final speed of the ball by varying the slope of 
the plane, it would be possible to combiiie differ¬ 
ent slopes in such wise that by rolling the ball 
down the slope giving greater speed and then back 
again over the slope giving lesser speed, the ball 
could be made to rise higher than its source. And 
this he held to be impossible, on grounds which 
we should to-day recognize as the principle of the 
conservation of energy; but which to Galileo 
meant simply an unproved conviction that there 
was a certain integrity in nature’s operations 
which never encouraged the wish to get some¬ 
thing for nothing. Nature he felt to have some¬ 
thing of the character of a just judge, implaca¬ 
ble, perhaps, but reliable, invariable, impartial. 

The laws of nature have sometimes been likened 
to the habits of living beings (Royce, The World 
and the Individual, vol. ii, 226) : certainly they 
are arrangements to which the habits of living 
things within nature respond. The above consid¬ 
erations suggest that the laws of nature may have 
a rational meaning; and that the events of nature 
—though not expressing, like our ov/n deeds, so 
many separate impulses of will—may express a 
consistent will animating the whole cosmic order. 

170. That law is an expression of intelligence. 

Indeed, the very notion of law in nature is baf¬ 
fling when we try to exclude mind from nature. 
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We commonly take physical laws for granted, as 
descriptive summaries of the regular sequences of 
events: w^hen x happens, y follows. That is, the 
appearance of x constitutes a sort of signal for 
the appearance of y. Now we know well enough 
what it means for a mind to perceive a signal and 
make the appropriate response. But we have not 
the slightest idea what a signal might mean in a 
perfectly inanimate world. 

Take one of the'simplest of laws, Newton’s con¬ 
ception of gravitation: this implies that the mo¬ 
tion of every particle in the universe is continu¬ 
ously and instantly responsive to the position and 
mass of every other particle in the universe. How 
is such a thing possible! It is one of the tremen¬ 
dous assumptions we make, and legitimately, 
when we are concerned only with the description 
of what happens. But it is none the less stagger¬ 
ing; and for philosophy the question. How, will 
not down. 

Lord Bacon was prepared to credit material 
bodies with a sort of apprehension, though not a 
conscious perception, of each other. Hermann 
Lotze (1817-1881: see Perry, Recent Past, 90- 
91; Rand, 745-767) was not ready to attribute 
this degree of sensitivity to each particle. He 
pointed out that the many changes of the universe 
can be regarded as one change^ a vast equilibrium 
constantly disturbed and constantly restored. And 
he proposed that this type of change implies a 
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single mind, within which every partial change is 
instantly adjusted to every other partial change. 

We readily grant, as Lotze points out, that 
human law only exists when it is thought of: if 
all citizens were asleep, the law of the state could 
only in Pickwickian sense be said to ^exist.’ How, 
then, do the laws of nature exist? Only in the 
sense that events occur '‘according to” them: they 
are “observed” if not ‘^obeyed.” And this would 
seem to imply Icnowledge. if not in tlie parts of 
nature, then in the whole. For a law, a way of 
acting, is a generality, a ‘universal’: and a gen¬ 
erality can only be apprehended by a mind. Such 
is Lotze’s thought. 

171. If these indications are true, we should 
be justified in regarding the order of nature as 
the literal presence of a Reason in nature. The 
cosmological argument for the existence of God 
(§32, above) inferred from nature as an effect to 
an intelligent Creator as a cause: this Creator 
was distinct from the created world. The view of 
objective idealism would be that the world-mind 
is within the processes of nature: that those proc¬ 
esses are the very reasonings of that mind; the 
passage from cause to effect is its drawing of 
consequences, its consistency of thought and 
steadfastness of purpose. The progress of science 
would be, not in a figurative but in a literal sense, 
the tracing of the world-thought. And the fact 
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that science can think the world, that successful 
hypotheses can be found, would be understood by 
the fact that the world is nothing else in its fabric 
than the object of an eternal thought. 

The teleological argument, likewise (§32, 
above), would be reinstated on a different foot¬ 
ing. It is not that the world as a finished result 
is to be ascribed to a beneficent Deity as an ex¬ 
ternal designer. But the very march of nature, 
the change of the world as well as its being, is the 
working of a present cosmic purpose within the 
frame of events. Nature is moving not only out 
of the past but toward the future; and, whether 
we can discern it or not, there is meaning and 
value in what now is, and in its motion, and in 
that toward which it moves. 



Chapter XXV 


WHY NATURE EXISTS 

172. For many people, perhaps for most peo- 
pie, the sticking point in philosophy is in what 
we are to think of Nature, physical Nature. In its 
great spread through space and time, is it inani¬ 
mate, with a spot of life and consciousness here 
and there; or is it all alive? Has the whole thing 
any meaning, or are ‘meaning^ and ‘purpose’ a 
temporary specialty of the human episode in an 
infinite succession of meaningless cosmic changes 
going no-whither? 

It used to be said that “Nature abhors a 
vacuum”: it might also be said that human nature 
abhors a vacuum of meaning. The notion of an 
infinite senseless grind on such a majestic scale is 
so revolting that the mind finds itself imputing 
purpose to Nature’s performance, quite apart 
from any philosophy. Naturalism reminds us that 
this is an unjustified anthropomorphism, and 
would school us out of such provincial self-projec¬ 
tion. Idealism declares the impulse legitimate: na¬ 
ture has a meaning. 

But what does it mean? Why, if the world is m 
world of spirit, does nature exist at all? 

Idealism might reply that it is more certain 
305 
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that the whole scene has a meaning than it is of 
just what the meaning is. It might quite reason¬ 
ably say that the discovery of why nature exists 
could be left to the future. Nevertheless, its case 
would be much strengthened if it could throw some 
light on the subject. It has in fact something to 
say. 

173. It is not enough to point to ‘signs of pur¬ 
pose’ here and there. There are patches of per¬ 
fection which everyone finds, and on which the 
poetic impulse seizes as tokens of the quality of 
the whole. There are the widely scattered beauties 
and sublimities of the world (striking because they 
blaze out from a setting of dullness or of con¬ 
fusion) : there are harmonies we discover and also 
the deeper and undiscovered harmonies which the 
mind suspects or faintly discerns; there are the 
living things which show what nature contains of 
possibility; and there is the prevailing will-to-live 
of these myriad creatures, even if not their happi¬ 
ness. 

But these inklings are too fragmentary to con¬ 
stitute the meaning of nature; and against them 
must be set an endless amount of what to our eyes 
at least is ugliness, inertia, emptiness, waste, and 
cruelty. The impression made on the judicial mind 
is rather one of mixture, as if a trend toward 
meaning were struggling against a pull down¬ 
ward. Dualism suits the face of the facts better 
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than an idealism which is committed to a purpose 
for the whole. It will aid our perspective if we 
recur briefly to the thought of the Greeks about 
Nature. 

174. The great Greek thinkers moved toward 
idealism, without reaching it. They ran hard 
against the fact of ‘matter,’ which appeared as 
a clog or hindrance to the soul of man, but also 
to the realization of meaning in things. 

For Plato, meaning is concentrated in the eter¬ 
nal Ideas (for what is an Idea but an outlined 
fragment of meaning?) : and the material factor 
is a source of defect from the perfection of ideas; 
for Ideas, as we have seen, become ‘embodied’ in 
things, no one of which realizes the full mean¬ 
ing and glory of the pure type. The moral life of 
man is a conflict with impulses that hail from the 
body; its pure love of the Ideas is degraded into 
physical desire and particular affections; its think¬ 
ing is disturbed by the intrusions of sensation; its 
aspiration is toward death (of which meditation 
is an image) when it will be released from this 
impediment and at last qualified to contemplate 
the Idea of the Good (which is God) in its full 
beauty. 

Plato’s view of matter as a mysterious slag, the 
negation of all that is of the nature of thought 
and spirit, ruled the Middle Ages, and continues 
throughout our literature. 
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Even for Plato, however, there persisted tiie 
premonition that ‘embodiment’ is not altogether 
a blemish. To exist in physical form has its ad¬ 
vantages: the souls released for a time by death 
return to life. Matter is the apparently indis¬ 
pensable medium of existence in time: and there 
must be some meaning in the enduring association 
between the undying Ideas, and an equally un¬ 
perishing matter. 

One of the differences between Plato and his 
great pupil, Aristotle, lay in their judgment of 
matter—^Aristotle gives it a more honorable place. 
It is, to be sure, the opposite of “form” the 
spiritual principle, and all things tend toward an 
enhancement of the Form which gives meaning to 
their material ingredient (as organisms under the 
law of evolution are supposed to tend toward 
higher organization). But without matter there 
would be nothing for the spirit to inform; without 
the body, no human mind; there can be no per¬ 
sonal soul separating itself at death and living by 
itself, for the soul is the form (or life) of the body 
—^this is its definition,—^it is, we might say, the 
body’s chart of activity, the function of unifying 
all its functions to the achievement of rational 
happiness. Thus body and form are inseparable 
except for the one pure form of all forms, which 
is Grod (and an undeveloped suggestion that the 
‘active reason’ might survive the death of the 
body). Further, Aristotle thinks of matter as the 
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residence of ‘possibilities*—for possibilities can¬ 
not be nothing—^they are an important feature of 
the world—and since the possibilities of the fu¬ 
ture are contained in the present in some way, it 
is natural to assume that they pertain to the as 
yet unformed but formable stuff, the material ele¬ 
ment. 

For these great thinkers of antiquity, nature 
represents an ambiguous, disturbing, bedevilling 
passage way, for Aristotle a necessary passage 
way, in the effort of the world toward pure spirit¬ 
uality. Nature was at best a means, at the worst 
a hindrance and a misfortune. 

176. The post-Kantian idealists must be cred¬ 
ited with seeing that the full scope of their prob¬ 
lem had to do justice to all these aspects of Nature 
which made the Greeks (and for that matter most 
of mankind in unreflective moments) dualists. 

They had, in addition, the sharp opposition be¬ 
tween material substance and mental substance 
which Descartes had given the modern world: mat¬ 
ter is precisely what mind is not, extension versus 
thought. They made these very diflSculties the 
beginning of their solution. The fact that phys¬ 
ical nature is the polar opposite of mind,—spatial, 
quantitative, unfeeling,—^that it resists, thwarts, 
opposes us,—^it is this very hostility and deadness 
of material nature which they seize upon as 
revealing its primary purpose. For it is of just 
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such opposition that mind has the deepest need. 

Thus Fichte. Fichte took the essence of mind 
to be will: will must express itself in action: action 
means the forming of stuff, or the overcoming of 
obstacles. There must be stuff, obstacle, or else 
no will and no mind. In ‘work’ man wins his first 
moral victories, and learns his first moral lessons, 
—industry, truth to fact, perseverance, foresight, 
courage. In order that man should be moral, there 
must be a material world: nature is “the material 
for our duty, made sensible.” If, then, we can con¬ 
ceive a world mind entertaining as one of its aims 
the development of a free moral being, a ‘person,’ 
we can see that the production of a natural en¬ 
vironment having in it plenty of hardship, reluc¬ 
tance, peril would be a suitable means to the end. 

For Kant, duty was the gateway to belief in 
the supernatural (§67, above) ; for Fichte duty is 
the gateway to the understanding of nature. With¬ 
out effort, no morality; without opposition, no ef¬ 
fort ; without a world of physical facts, no opposi¬ 
tion. Nature exists because it is a necessary con¬ 
dition of the moral life of finite minds. 

176. In Schelling and Hegel we find a further 
meaning in this opposite-of-mind which we call 
nature. Nature is necessary in order that mind 
shall attain self-conscious self-possession. 

There are two stages of knowledge of one’s own 
land or of one’s own language: the knowledge one 
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has by Uving in the land or using the language, 
and the knowledge one has when after travelling 
in foreign lands one returns home. It has been 
said that he who knows only one language knows 
none: it is by comparison with something else that 
one appreciates the meamng of a thing. 

In a similar way, Hegel suggests, mind must, 
as it were, abrogate itself in order to appreciate 
itself; it must wander in a world alien to its nature 
and come to itself again. Nature is this foreign 
land; nature is the “otherness of the spirit.” Out 
of nature comes the mind, because nature is the 
mind in disguise. Emerging from nature, mind 
begins with ignorance and gains knowledge; thus 
it appreciates knowledge. As many a gifted per¬ 
son wastes his gifts because they are to him not 
gifts, but simply natural perception,—he lacks 
the appreciation of his own power; so even per¬ 
fect intelligence would be an incomplete and im¬ 
perfect thing without that self-measurement born 
of the journey from ignorance to knowledge. Mor¬ 
ally also a state of mind wholly unaware of evil 
is incomplete, as if lacking one of its dimensions: 
the contemplation of sin must enter, if not sin 
itself, in order that any will shall come to the clear¬ 
headed rejection of sin which we call virtue. With 
these truths in view, we grasp the general mean¬ 
ing of Hegel, when he describes the development 
of life and mind out of Nature as the Odyssey of 
the Spirit (Greist) coming to itself. 
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The ultimate law of the world Hegel declares 
is the paradox, Die to live: He that loseth his life 
shall save it. There is a “dialectic” in the structure 
of the world and of history. The thesis (abstract 
idea or abstract perfection) must take shape in its 
antithesis (fragmentary, imperfect, shattered, plu¬ 
ral, material existence) in order to win the syn¬ 
thesis (concrete perfection). So Reason enters Na¬ 
ture to become Spirit; Innocence by sin is driven 
from the Garden, but achieves (as the snake truly 
promised) the knowledge of good and evil and the 
eventual redemption of a self-knowing rightness 
of heart. The infinite which excluded the finite is 
an incomplete or “bad infinite” (typified by the 
straight line). The infinite must also be able to 
appear in the form of the finite, if it is to make 
wholly good its claim to infinity: the “good in¬ 
finite,” like the circle, is the union of the finite 
and the infinite. The deepest truth of the world is 
the “incarnation” of the universal in the particu¬ 
lar, of the world-spirit in the facts of sense. 

177. These genial conceptions intrigue the 
imagination, and lure the mind toward a sense of 
initiation into the mystery of the cosmos,—a sense 
which some thinkers trust, while the more literal 
shrink from so much speculative boldness. 

At their root lies a simpler consideration ca¬ 
pable of entirely literal statement. An empty mind 
is no mind at all. To be a mind and to be occupied 
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with objects are one and the same thing. Now a 
purely contemplative mind might be imagined 
which would be occupied solely with abstractions, 
such as numbers. But in order that the mind should 
have character or personality, there must be a 
difference between contemplation and concrete ac¬ 
tion. It must be possible to think first and act 
afterward. Now action means that a thought en¬ 
ters a world of sense, with infinite interconnec¬ 
tions. Thus the world of sense is an essential part 
of what we mean by “will.” Nature is 'necessary 
in order that mind may qualify as rmU* 

Thus nature is not only useful to mind: it is 
necessary in order that mind should exist, as a 
concrete and active reality. We cannot have nature 
a'nd mind, as if mind could be sometliing by itself. 
Nature is so essential to the very notion of mind, 
that if mind cannot be a product of nature, nature 
must be a function of mind. 

• The Self, Its Body and Freedom, 81 ff. 



Chapter XXVI 


V X DIRECT EVIDENCE 

178. Idealism as a theory is supported by the 
degree to which it can explain the existence of 
nature. It has gone far in this direction. Natu¬ 
ralism has done nothing, because in its view there 
is nothing to do: nature exists, and there’s the 
end of it; to ask a reason for its being here is 
nonsense. Naturalism snubs at the outset all in¬ 
quiry into the meaning of things: idealism encour¬ 
ages the quest, and gets on with it. 

But after all, what idealism so far offers us is 
simply a theory: it proposes an hypothetical source 
of phenomena, behind the phenomena, inaccessible 
to us. It may be a good theory; but is there any 
direct evidence of its truth? Must the world-spirit 
be like electricity, something we acknowledge be¬ 
cause of its effects, but of whose nature we are 
and shall remain ignorant? 

Metaphysics remains unsatisfying so long as 
it offers only theories of unknown powers, even 
though these views may be reached by a compel- 
ling logic. In my own judgment, this is an incom¬ 
plete sort of metaphysics; for the Reality, what- 

314 
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ever it is, is that with which we are dealing all 
the time; it is around us and in us. If idealism 
is true we should be able to find some direct evi¬ 
dence of the creative action of Mind. 

I shall now inquire whether experience presents 
any such evidence. As a preliminary step, I ask 
how we know that any other mind than our own 
exists in the world. 

179. We are sure of the presence of other minds 
about us. We are so sure, that solipsism is enough 
to condemn without further argument any phi¬ 
losophy that leads to it.* We are so instinctively 
sure, that it is only within the last two centuries 
that the question, How do we know these other 
minds.’ has impressed men enough to excite serious 
discussion. It proves to be one of the most bafiling 
of the problems of knowledge.f 

For we have no organ for the perception of 
these other minds. Our sense organs present us 
with sense qualities, such as we learn to attribute 
to physical things; but another mind can be no 
object of sight, hearing, touch. We are said to be 
able to perceive ourselves directly in “self-con¬ 
sciousness” (though psychologists often deny any 
such perception); we know our own states of mind 

* Subjective idealism, as we saw, ends in solipsism. We found 
solipsism seif-refuting (§§157, 161). Our present inquiry should fur¬ 
nish a positive answer to solipsism, rather than a mere rebuttal. 

t It 18 a form of the problem of substance. Solipsism is simply an 
application to social experience of the same logic by which Berkeley 
dismissed material substance. 
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by “reflection” (Locke) or “enjoyment” (Alex¬ 
ander) or “intuition” (Bergson). But here again, 
no manner of introspection could provide us direct 
knowledge of another mind. 

Is our knowledge of this group of other selves 
which we appear to deal with so directly,—^is it 
simply a theory or supposition, so abundantly veri¬ 
fied in a million rapid and successful acts of social 
intercourse that it would be foolish to doubt it? 
If this is true, the solipsist is at least half right. 
We do not perceive other selves, we only think 
them. 

But if this is the case, as almost all theories of 
knowledge take for granted, is it not extraordi¬ 
nary that such a surmise, as that there may be 
other minds in the world, is ever thought of by the 
self-enclosed mind? If one has as yet no idea of 
a neighboring mind, there is nothing in experi¬ 
ence (by this view) to compel him to frame such 
an idea. This point deserves meditation. 

180. We shall be aided by putting ourselves as 
far as possible into the position of the beginner 
in social exchanges. How does the infant first find 
his social environment? 

Certainly not by arguing from the analogy be¬ 
tween his own body and that of others. This is 
the explanation which almost everyone tries to 
fall back upon: “we see other bodies like our own; 
our bodies are animated by a self; ergo the similar 
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bodies of others are so animated.” But the infant 
is a social animal long before he has seen his own 
body. And we also, we never wait for analogy 
before accepting mentality as present: if a tin 
horn began operating itself, we should pay atten¬ 
tion. The analogy of body to body helps, no doubt, 
once we are socially minded,—^when we want to 
know how an animal feels, a crab for example, we 
try to find his face: but it is worthless to explain 
how we first became conscious of a social environ¬ 
ment. 

Does the infant perhaps think of other minds 
on account of some peculiarity of the behavior of 
living as against non-living things, something like 
spontaneous motion which could not be explained 
by mechanical causes? This is most improbable: 
first because the infant does not appear to wait 
for a course of reasoning before he recognizes 
fellow persons; second, because he makes at first 
no clear distinction between the living and the 
non-living; third, because it is not altogether cer¬ 
tain that any one can define what the outer sign 
of that difference is! William James thought that 
the working sign of conscious life might be “The 
pursuit of ends, with the choice of means.” This 
formula would enable us to distinguish an ani¬ 
mated frog from an inanimate locomotive, but it 
would hardly help us to tell whether a moth were 
more alive than a self-steering torpedo, or whether 
either were conscious. 
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Language is a good sign of mentality, no doubt 
tlie most usable of all signs: we can hardly avoid 
attributing intelligence to a parrot or a weU-de- 
vised robot. But our question must again be ad¬ 
dressed to the beginner: how does the infant know 
that there is such a thing as language in the 
world.? For unless there are other minds, there are 
among all the world’s noises, no words! Before he 
can begin to listen for language, he must already 
be a social being. 

This is the difficulty with the criterion of “re¬ 
sponse,” appealed to by Royce, though respcmse 
is prior to any other language. The infant’s cry 
is responded to by aid; the infant attributes good 
will to the comforting effect—^he is a primitive 
animist! Yes: but in order to reason in this way 
—if he does—^his cry must have been regarded by 
himself as addressed to an outside hearer, and the 
idea of the other mind must have been already 
present! 

All these theories make the primitive social ex¬ 
perience much more a matter of reasoning than 
it really is. It does not appear true to the facts 
of observation that the human infant is first an 
unsocial individual, and then, by some course of 
thought, comes to the conclusion that there are 
other minds in the world. From the first he ap¬ 
pears to deal with the surrounding world as thou^ 
he believed it animated and ready to respond: he 
issues demands at random and complains if atten- 
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tion is not forthcoming.* We shall have to ex¬ 
amine more carefully how experience can have this 
very simple, unhesitant, unargued social quality. 

181. Any other mind present in our experience 
must be occupied with objects; for, as we said, an 
empty mind is no mind at all. To perceive this 
mind, I should have at least to perceive the objects 
it was occupied with: that is, I should perceive 
certain objects, and know that they were not mine 
alone but at the same time objects for that other 
mind also. 

Are there any objects in the world which seem 
to be habitually regarded as shared objects? Cer¬ 
tainly space is usually taken as common to myself 
and others; one has to make an effort rather to 
secure loneliness—^build walls, shut doors, etc.— 
than to secure publicity. So also are physical 
things in space common objects by nature; we do 
not have to do anything to them to make them 
public; on the contrary we take their publicity as 
the sign of their reality,—if we doubt what we 
seem to see, we call some one else to witness it; and 
if we wish to make them our ‘property,’ we have 

* He takes so kindly and promptly to behavior which implies that 
other minds are about, that one is inclined to refer his conduct to a 
‘social instinct’ or a ‘consciousness of kind’ which is set off by sub- 
Ue smells and tactual sensations. Only this ‘social instinct’—whidi 
notion may be quite valid as a description of behavioi^—evades our 
particular question. Proposing, in effect, that gregarious animals are 
born with the idea of other minds, and never have to learn it, this 
appeal to instinct takes for granted that minds can have ‘innate 
ideas’ without any experience to provoke them. We prefer not to 
beg the question to this extent. 
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to secure them by special marks from theft or 
seizure by others. If we could find when we began 
to regard space and physical things as common 
objects, we should there find the beginning of our 
social experience. 

But I cannot find the time when space and phys¬ 
ical things were regarded in any other way than 
as common objects; I doubt whether any such time 
can be found. And for this reason: space is the 
minimum physical object any two human minds 
can have in common. If a minimum is lacking, 
communication cannot get started: unless two per¬ 
sons have something in common (say space) they 
cannot so much as approach each other, still less 
open conversation—^how would you address your¬ 
self to a being with whom you had no common 
object? Communication can build from little to 
more; but it cannot build from nothing to some¬ 
thing. Hence there must always have been some 
minimal object taken as common, and this minimal 
object seems to be space. 

If, then, there is any real social experience at 
all, it must be that our experience of space (with 
some content from the sense of touch) has from 
the beginning the quality of being common object; 
that is, it is taken from the first as a region of 
experience unprivate in its nature, already shared 
with some other mind than my own, and the in¬ 
vitation and platform for further sharing. And is 
not this the case? Early sense-experiences are not 
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taken by the infant as purely private facts orig¬ 
inating in himself; they are referred by him to an 
activity arising beyond himself. The sensation the 
mind receives; but passivity is the inner side of 
activity—^these are not two facts but one. Just 
as concave and convex are known in the same 
stroke, so a knowledge of being passive is at the 
same time a knowledge of some other entity being 
active, a knowledge of receiving is a knowledge of 
being-given-to. But what kind of being is able 
to act upon a self? I answer, another self. At the 
beginning of experience, whatever is other-than- 
self, acting on self, is other self: the infant’s social 
awareness is contemporary with his recognition of 
sensation as the inner aspect of an outer action, 
addressed to him: his sense-experience is a direct 
social experience. 

Because of this, sense-experience is referred to 
a common frame, to space; and sense-qualities are 
grouped as properties of ‘things’ in space,—ob¬ 
jects which the self has in common with that other 
self. In such a physical world, language is native 
from the beginning: its physical otherness is de¬ 
rived from its social otherness, and not vice versa. 
It is because he feels himself to be not alone that 
he regards space as a common object and a point 
of beginning for further communication. 

(Note that the other self will at first be imde- 
fined and unlimited, not designated by a ‘body’ but 
simply the outer side of all the incoming activity: 
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for the beginning mind, the Other will be simply 
the world-mind. Particular companions, associated 
with ‘bodies’ will be, so to speak, carved out of the 
total social environment by the experience of re¬ 
sponse.) 

Thus in answer to the question whether an ex¬ 
perience of the world-mind is possible, I conclude 
that our experience of nature is, at its foundation, 
an experience of the world mind. Nature is not 
first experienced alone, and then tied-up with 
other observers. We are born social. We gradually 
acquire the capacity of abstraction: we learn to 
think of ourselves apart from others, and of nature 
as apart from all of us. The independent, non¬ 
social object is a high achievement of abstraction. 
In its true and original character nature is between 
minds: to experience nature is to experience the 
world-mind in its creative activity.* 

182. The effect of this argument is simply to 
recall an elemental intuition which is only con¬ 
cealed from us by its omnipresence. It is not in 
rare and irregular experiences of high emotional 
tension that we have to seek a vision of the world- 
mind; for that mind is present to us in the per¬ 
manent stream of plain physical sensation. 

Take sensation as a mere fact—something pres¬ 
ent —a spot of color, a noise—then it remains a 

* The argument here presented is given more fully in my book. 
The Meaning of God in Human Experience,"chapter8 xvii-xxit. It is 
always possible that the fuller form is easier to grasp than a severe 
condensation. 
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mere fact; it means nothing, and nothing can be 
made of it. But we never take it that way. We 
take it as a sign of an object; and the idea of an 
object is of something which it is our business to 
know more about. The noise calls for a look into 
its ‘cause’: it has a history, a line of connection 
with other possible experience. To the beginning 
mind as to the mature mind every sensation calls 
for an activity of exploration. It may be a ‘stimu¬ 
lus’ in the biological sense, calling for or stirring 
up a ‘reaction,’ as a flash of pain brings the in¬ 
stant impulse to withdraw. But in addition to 
the biological response there is always the response 
of the knower: “I must recognize this sensation as 
the signal of a thing, which summons me to in¬ 
vestigate it.” This is an aboriginal generosity of 
the mind, an act of faith if you like, attributing 
to the sensation a context in a being which re¬ 
quires attention: it is, I think, the acceptance of 
the most primitive of aU duties, the duty to live 
out, to live in a world of objects, not of sensa¬ 
tions. And note that unless this aboriginal sense 
of duty were there, and were followed, neither 
knowledge of natural objects nor of the social 
world which has them in common could so much as 
get started. It is an obligation which each mind 
must meet alone, since by hypothesis there is no one 
there to explain its purport to him—it is the most 
crucial decision that the mind makes. 

But I propose this: that the emcarensss of an 
obligation to know, which is at the root of all 
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further experience, it at the same time an aware¬ 
ness of other mind, since we can have no obliga¬ 
tion to a lifeless universe. It has often been argued 
that Grod is present to the human mind in con¬ 
science; and conscience has been thought of as very 
different from sense-experience. But 1 am here 
pointing out that there is an element of conscience 
or moral obligation in the way we at every moment 
meet sense-experience; we feel bound to treat it 
as a fabric not of fancy but of ‘truth.’ And then 
I point out that this instinctive prescience of a 
summons to the tracing of objective truth in 
sense-experience is the perpetual awareness that 
the world-mind is there present to us. 

It is this very perception of obligation which 
later on makes scientists of us, and sets the stand¬ 
ards of naturalism. Thus we see that that which in 
partial light makes naturalists of us is the very 
thing which, taken with more complete self-con¬ 
sciousness, should make of us objective idealists. 

188. With this insight, we have at the same 
time another answer to the question why nature 
exists. Nature exists in order that we may be social 
beings. To build up this intricate and endless net¬ 
work of give and take, co-operation and conflict, 
agreement and clash of judgment, there must be 
some neutral, colorless, lifeless, stable, indifferent 
base in the form of a common object: this base is 
nature. 
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APPLICATIONS OF IDEALISM 

The meaning of any type of philosophy can 
only fully appear in its consequences or applica¬ 
tions to specific questions. One of the applications 
of objective idealism we have considered at length, 
its answer to the question why nature exists. We 
shall now trace its application to a few of the 
metaphysical questions which we have had before 
us,—the relation of mind and body, the problem 
of freedom, the destiny of human selfhood,—and 
then devote a separate chapter to its application 
to human life and conduct. 

184. The connection of mind and body. 

The body is a physical object among physical 
objects; but it is apart from all other objects in 
having a double role to play. It is a part of phys¬ 
ical nature, and it is an instrument of the self, 
so closely incorporated with the self which uses it 
that they are often identified. 

Corresponding to these two roles, the body ap¬ 
pears to us in two ways: (1) as an orgamsm, a 
complex system of causes and effects, an object 
of all the physiological sciences; and (8) as a city 
of meanings, every line of which, and every mo- 

325 
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tion, is read for what it signifies. For naturalism, 
the first character is the reality of the body; for 
idealism, the second is the real, and the first is 
derived from it. 

As a part of nature, the body has for idealism 
all of tlie causal relations which science discovers, 
and in addition whatever meaning belongs to na¬ 
ture. Nature is an assemblage of common obj^ts, 
aiding minds to communicate: the body is accord¬ 
ingly a common object; by way of the body each 
self is visible and accessible to other selves, can be 
seized and injured by them, can be aided and 
benefited by them. Through the bo dy,, t he s elf 
comn n mic ates with other minds and receives their 
communications: it forms part of that bridge of 
connection whose whole span is nature. 

But the body could not serve as the peculiar 
instrument of language unless it were more in¬ 
stantly commemdable than the rest of nature. It 
is the sphere of ^ immediaU control. Detached 
objects may defy me: my body cannot help obey¬ 
ing—except in the sense that it may register my 
feelings when I would prefer to keep them cov¬ 
ered; it obeys my subconscious and habitual self 
rather than the conscious self of the moment. The 
wolf can never quite successfully assume sheep’s 
clothing because the body presents a public con¬ 
fession of the instinctive dispositions of the self. 
It is, according to Schopenhauer, the external ex¬ 
pression of the will (**objectivation of the will”) ; 
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the bodies of animals showing the whole pattern 
of their ways of living, moving, fighting, eating, 
mating, protecting themselves and others, con¬ 
versing, hiding. The body becomes the most avail¬ 
able symbol of character, as well as the bearer 
of the will-acts of the moment. 

But how does the body appear to its owner.? It 
could hardly serve as the sphere of immediate con¬ 
trol if it were not more intimately united with the 
self than other objects. If I break a leg, the break 
is in the common world, and the surgeon can treat 
it: but the pain is my private property. I have an 
uninterrupted stream of sensations from my body, 
of temperature, of comfort or discomfort, of posi¬ 
tion and muscular strain, of well or ill being (cos- 
nesthesia), the vague general awareness of life- 
processes going on and the more explicit reports 
of what my muscles are doing,—all of which no 
one else enjoys or suffers. This total sensible 
awareness of the body is the body as “within my 
mind,” and so an integral part of the self. Our 
consciousness of bodily action so closely fuses with 
o ur decisions to act that w e ca nno t say we fir st 
de<;ide and then paform ..tiie appropriate mps- 
cular ac tivity, but r ather the dgcisipn and the ac¬ 
tio n are one exper ience; I throw the ball,—am 
not conscious even of swinging my arm as a sepa¬ 
rate part of the action, my mind is on the effect, 
the thrown ball, perhaps on the target itself, and 
all the intermediate links drop out of sight. In this 
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sense the experience of body-action is an integral 
part of my will,—^not my body as seen by others, 
but my body as felt by myself: without that ex¬ 
perience of physical translation of desire into 
deed, will would not be will, and the human self 
would not be itself. 

For the idealist, therefore, the question whether 
and how the mind acts upon the brain, whether 
there is interaction or parallelism, does not arise. 
Body and brain are not another reality, such as 
could act on the mind or be acted on: they are the 
mind made visible, translated into the language 
of space and physical event. If the external ob¬ 
server gets so far as to observe the brain of a 
living person, all that he sees is the more intimate 
and exact external symbol of what the person is 
feeling and thinking. The mind is not acting upon 
the brain as one bit of nature upon another: the 
whole natural picture is a consistent expression 
of relations within the world of consciousness. The 
law of relation between the world-mind and na¬ 
ture—^its external self-announcement—determines 
the particular form which the physiological pat¬ 
tern shall take. The idealist is ready to learn 
all that the physiologist has to teach about nerve 
and brain action. He adds to these observations 
the two theses which interpret the physiologist’s 

(1) The mind is not identical with the brain- 
action ; 
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(£) In the order of reality, the mind is first, 
and the brain-action a derivative. When we say, 
for example, that the world is acting on a given 
mind by way of nerves and brain, the fuller 
and more accurate statement is that the wills which 
are expressed in the world-phenomenon are acting 
on that mind, and the brain records the transaction 
in its own physical language. 

This agrees very closely with what we ordinarily 
feel about the body. It is not identical with self: 
it is more like a piece of property,—^we speak of 
‘my body’ as of ‘my house.’ Yet it is for many 
purposes equivalent to the self,—we say ‘Here I 
am,’ not ‘Here is my body.’ The body is, for others, 
the visible agent for self: it is, so to speak, legal 
tender for the mind of the owner. But especially 
it is a magazine of meanings, and we so instantly 
read these meanings that we seem to be in presence 
of the self which has them, and we frequently 
forget the physiceil characters which carry to us 
those impressions. (How true a picture can one 
draw of the physical appearance even of a close 
friend, in his absence?) 

This does not mean that the individual mind 
originally produces its own body. The body comes 
to each one, like the rest of nature, from beyond 
himself. We inherit our bodies as we inherit our¬ 
selves. But here also the mind is first passive and 
then active: what it receives it recreates. Only, the 
body while less plastic than imagination is far 
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more plastic than the rest of nature: it cannot 
resist the print of the owner’s choices. Thus at 
birth we have the body (and the mind) bequeathed 
to us: at forty we have the body (and the mind) 
built by our own wills. 

186. Freedom. 

If the mind controls and builds the body, the 
body does not control and build the mind: this 
position of control is what is meant by “freedom 
of the win.” The capacity for self-building is the 
concrete expression of freedom. 

The obvious criticism of freedom we have already 
met (§258): when I say “I choose; I decide,” 
the observer can see that the self which chooses 
is a character of which that choice was a necessary 
consequence. His desires being what nature and 
environment had made them, a shrewd scientist 
could have predicted the decision. There is no “I” 
which stands outside the network of causes and 
gives an original bent to behavior. 

Idealism replies that the “I,” the self, is always 
outside the network of causes which it observes: 
when it is aware of being played upon by causes it 
is at that moment free from those causes: it is like 
one who has overheard a plot against himself— 
‘^e will tell X this tale, and he, being a credulous 
soul, will take it all in . . .” he ceases instantly 
to be the credulous soul, gullible by that tale. If 
governments (following a suggestion playfully 
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put out by Bertrand Russell) should discover how 
to control by drugs or diet the internal secretiims 
of their citizens so as to make them by turns 
pacific or belligerent, tolerant or irritable,—^and if 
the citizens knew of the method, it would be in their 
power to accept or reject that invasion of their 
person by ‘causes.’ This is the history of propa¬ 
ganda: it works as a cause of mental attitudes 
until it is found out, no longer. Freedom, in short, 
depends on the power of the self to become aware 
of the causal nexus in which its physical self is 
enmeshed, and in being aware of it to be more real 
than that causal scheme; to use it, rather than be 
used by it. All sorts of causes act upon and invade 
the self: an empty stomach causes hunger, a sudden 
noise causes alarm, a blow causes anger. There is 
a natural mechanical procedure in each of these 
cases, a ‘reaction’ which is no more free than the 
fall of the apple. But let me become aware of this 
process, able to say “I am becoming angry”: then 
I am no longer absorbed in the anger, and the 
causes can continue only in such direction as shall 
carry out my deliberate purpose. The power of 
self-survey (acting at the “threshold of consent” 
in the course of emotion*) is the thing which puts 
distance between the history of a mind and the 
history of any purely mechanical process. 

Many a habit establishes itself in the mind, 
more or less mechanically, and drops out of con- 
* The Self, Its Body and Freedom, ch. iii. 
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sciousness)—^let us say a habit of evasion, of steer¬ 
ing around a difficulty instead of facing it. It be¬ 
comes a part of one’s character, one’s ‘style.’ The 
chances are that such a habit will persist and 
determine conduct until something or somebody 
makes the owner conscious that he has it. This is 
bound to happen in time if only because one’s 
mental style is taking bodily shape and becoming 
visible to the public eye. At the moment one be¬ 
comes clearly aware, “I am evasive, cowardly, 
soft,” at that moment he has put a distance between 
himself and the evasive self: he has gained the 
beginning of freedom. Eant was right in saying 
that the mind is aware of its superiority to what¬ 
ever is merely ‘natural’ in itself, its instincts, de¬ 
sires, habits; its task is not to destroy them but 
to use them. Self-consciousness deposes nature 
from master to servant of the free self. 

186. Htman Destiny. 

Freedom applies immediately to the sphere of 
one’s own choices. It gives no absolute mastery of 
nature outside of self: we can directly control 
nothing, but th e mea ning.we-make4nit^eed8 carry. 
There remain countless things not within our 
power ;* there are tides of physical and social cir¬ 
cumstance, age, disease, which no man can row 
against. Death conquers idealist and non-idealist 
alike. 

^ CJ, Epictetus* Discourses, Book I* ch. 1. 
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But the idealist, who recognizes' that nature 
with its apparent indifference to his purposes, 
and its resistance to his thought and will, ought 
to be there, htu certain assurances about his own 
place in the doings of the universe. If everything 
is subordinate tn mi nd, then, he infers. 

(1) Nothing in the world can he mearanglest; 
for mind acts always in view of meanings. Then, 
too, 

(S) Human heingt, as among the things in the 
world, must have a meammg; and perhaps it would 
not be straining too far the. apparent work of the 
evolutionary process to say, human beings have a 
presumptive importance. It would then further 
follow that 

(S) Human valuations, however relative to 
human limitations, are not contrary to absolute 
valuation. Our way of judging values must be 
essentially consistent with that of the world-mind; 
for there could be no more meaningless situation 
than the production by a cosmic process of a race 
of valuers whose judgments were at odds with the 
true judgment of values. Our interest in knowl¬ 
edge, in beauty, and in rightness cannot be entirely 
off the target. Or, to put it positively, in these 
appreciations of ours, we must come close to an 
immediate grasp of the ultimate sense of existence. 
And if this is true, we may perhaps assume, 
further, that 

(4) Nothing is foreclosed as impossible, in the 
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direction of our profoundest will; though we have 
no inkling as to the manner in which such desire 
is to be realized. 

As to death and survival: death, we have said, 
conquers idealist and non-idealist alike. Only, to 
the idealist, it is not a lifeless Nature that con¬ 
quers: it is the law of the world-order, which is a 
significant order. If it is significant that his own 
life should survive, the death of the body need not 
carry with it the disappearance of his finite per¬ 
sonality nor of his consciousness. Death, in this 
view of things, is the destruction of the body, that 
is—as we were saying—of the bridge of connection 
with this particular group of fellow minds. Death 
proves nothing as to whether there are other 
groups of minds in the universe, and other links 
of connection to be established with them. Whether 
one survives may well depend on whether one is fit 
to survive. The less real can in no case destroy 
the more real. 
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IDEALISM AND ETHICS 

187* We have been discussing idealism as meta¬ 
physics, not as ethics. We have forgotten (I 
trust) that the word ‘idealism’ seems to put in a 
proprietary claim upon ‘ideals’: no type of phi¬ 
losophy has a monopoly" of ideals nor of their 
championship. But the time has come to ask 
whether idealism has something distinctive to say 
about the art of living. As a matter of history it 
has had much to say: most of the great ethical 
teachers among the classical philosophers have 
been idealists or have had an idealistic strain in 
their metaphysics.* 

Since the opening of the nineteenth century, 
this situation has changed. Numerous thinkers 
,have put forward systems of ethics professing to 
stand on their own feet, dependent on no theology 
nor metaphysics, idealistic or other. They raise 
the question whether ethical standards are not, 
after all, a natural phenomenon of human life; a 
product perhaps of our social instincts, or of our 
natural sympathy, or of the disposition to mutual 

*ThwB Socrates, Plato, Aristotle, Epictetus . . . the meiliicvAl 
thinkers en bhc. . . . Kant, Fichte, Hegel, Si'hopeuhauer. . . . T. H. 
Green, F. H. Bradley, Josiah Boyce. The most noUible exceptions 
prior to the nineteenth century were (to my mind) Epicurus, Hobbes, 
Montaigne, Shaftesbury, Bentham. Spinoza, certainly one of the 
graatesi ethical thinkers of modern times, I should count among the 
oMtaphyeioal mystics. 



886 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

auid (which Kropotkin has celebrated),—^traits 
which even among the lower animals can be ob¬ 
served to mitigate ferocity and egoism. The rise 
of the science of psychology (spreading from 
eighteenth century England in all directions) 
would promote this view of ethics; likewise the 
experience of France since the Enlightenment and 
the Revolution. Before going on to consider what 
practical wisdom the idealists have to offer, let 
us, then, raise the critical question whether ethics 
is not an independent human interest, without 
legitimate tie to any type of metaphysics. 

188. Practical life is occupied—to put it sum¬ 
marily—with two concerns, the adoption of ends, 
the selection of means. All the issues between wis¬ 
dom and folly, or between right &nd wrong, can 
be put in these terms: what goods do you seek.^ 
what means do you use in obtaining them.'* 

But goods or values are matters of experience, 
not of speculation; and the best ways to reach 
them are likewise pointed out by experience, 
sharpened by scientific knowledge. The qualities 
of things which make them seem good or evil to us, 
harmful or beneficial, are matters of fact—i. e., 
of the relation between human nature and its sur¬ 
roundings—^not of metaphysics. How could the 
qualities or values of things be changed by believ¬ 
ing the universe as a whole to be living or dead? 
Colors, tones, odors, and their combinatioiis will 
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be pleasant or unpleasant, harmonious or clash¬ 
ing, according to the laws of their own natures 
and of psychology, in every conceivable universe. 

How could the belief that some all-knowing 
mind is the author of nature make beauty more 
beautiful, or human kindness more beneficent, or 
justice more noble In any kind of world, ma¬ 
terialistic or other, health and liberty are w^orth 
having, disease and poverty arc evils to be ban¬ 
ished, self-control brings self-respect, treachery 
disorganizes life. These are matters of cause and 
effect. The dialectic of experience teaches these 
things to the race;* they get embodied in pro¬ 
verbial wisdom; every new generation receives 
them from its elders, more or less disbelieves, ex¬ 
periments for itself, and finds out their truth at 
its own cost. The ends or values whose attainment 
constitutes human happiness remain eternall}" 
fixed in the nature of the quality itself; and the 
means to their attainment, the wise ways of life, 
are governed by the given order of nature and so¬ 
ciety. Metaphysics does not enter the calculation. 

On this account, many thinkers have held that 
metaphysics (and theology likewise) so far from 
aiding ethics, tends to spoil it, by introducing alien 
and uncertain coiisidcrations. An ethics based on 
experience and reason stands firm, and recom¬ 
mends itself. An ethics based on the command of 
God or upon the supposed ultimate nature of 
* See Human Nature and Its Remaking, chs. xxiii, xxiv. 



338 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

things will shake with every doubt that assails our 
metaphysical capacity. Hence in France, the most 
rationalistic of modern nations, the prolonged po¬ 
litical struggle to release the state from the church 
has been accompanied by an effort to establish a 
natural moral education as the only sort which 
can promise to be durable or socially safe. Rus¬ 
sia, Mexico and Turkey are following the exam¬ 
ple of France. What kind of ethics can be set up 
without metaphysics? 

189* An ethics is not a set of prudential rules 
indicating the most expedient ways of getting 
what we want: if it were, it would be a branch of 
the science of economy. An ethics is concerned 
with the diff'erence between riglit and wrong: it is 
concerned with a standard (or ^norm’) of some 
.^ort for our behavior, toward which we stand in 
tfie relation of ‘ought,’ obligation, duty. 

Now human nature is no doubt capable of 
yielding standards of this sort, especially in so¬ 
cial groups. Beginning our lives as impression¬ 
able members of the small community of the fam¬ 
ily, we find standards ready made for us in the 
kind of behavior and habit which our elders re¬ 
quire or approve. And inasmuch as these elders, 
and our associates, commonly profit by and tend 
to approve unselfish behavior on our part, and to 
condemn the more outbreaking sorts of self-asser¬ 
tion, we grow up in the shadow of a certain de- 
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rnand to diminish our natural sense of self-impor¬ 
tance, our ego-centric morality, and to count 
ourselves as surely not more than one in the group 
and possibly a little less than one. No human 
group can fail to beget the standard which con¬ 
sists in reminding us that ‘‘other people exist 
too’’; though no human grou}), merely by its nat¬ 
ural authority, fully succeeds in overcoming our 
self-centred perspective and making the existence 
of others as weighty a value for us as our own. 
The standards of the group, be it noted, never 
become ethical standards merely by being rc- 
(|uircd or approved by others: they are not ntn 
until I personally see them as such. But 
e\ery normal human being does, in time, come to 
recognize tliat his group has some claim on him, 
and that he “ought” to be a serviceable member 
of it. He adopts what we may call a natural socUd 
ethics. Beginning wdth conformity to the trend of 
opinion in the group, he ma^" go on to an inde¬ 
pendent and intelligent effort for the welfare of 
that group, even at the cost of some opposition to 
the prevailing sentiment and some sacrifice of his 
personal welfare. 

Thus social ethics becomes a part of the ethics 
of self-expression; because the self wdiich w^e have 
to express is, in part, a reasonable and social self. 
No normal man is happy in complete moral isola¬ 
tion or self-enclosure: hence a sensitive regard for 
the after-taste of our pleasures is capable of lift- 
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ing us a long distance above the level of the brute. 
It is these decent natural sentiments of regard for 
others and for common interests upon which the 
secular educators of France have been inclined to 
rely: ‘‘A respect for the human person, our own 
as well as that of the stranger; a respect for sci¬ 
ence, an admiration for its conquests, a hope that 
it will make still greater ones; a love of human¬ 
ity, a confidence in its progress, a desire to con¬ 
tribute thereto; and to this end a love of la 
patricj — 

car la France, le pays de la Revolution et de la 
democratic, travaille pour le bien de tous.”* 

190. If a civilization relies on such sentiments, 
it relies on something actual and authentic: but 
it becomes a matter of the utmost gravity for the 
future of such a society, how strong these sen¬ 
timents a|*e, and how much education can do to¬ 
ward making them strong enough. Education is 
not omnipotent; moral education is the most back¬ 
ward of our Western arts. It is not sufficient that 
these sentiments exist merely to the point of dra¬ 
matic registration; and patriotism itself is not 
enough! 

But beside the social standard, there are other 
standards present in some degree in all human 
nature. There is the cesthetic standard. Our acts 
have qualities of beauty or ugliness; and when we 
become aware of these properties, our personal 

Weill, G.f Hietoire de Tid^ lalque en France, p. 3S9. 
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pride and sense of dignity are involved. No one 
desires to be ugly, repulsive, awkward or ungra¬ 
cious in the eyes of others, nor yet of himself. 

As a strong ally of this aesthetic sense of inner 
personal quality, there is a natural law" (we In¬ 
come constantly more aware of it) whereby these 
qualities become physically manifest in personal 
appearance. Sw'inishness makes its mark on the 
features. Hardness, worldliness, laxity, coarseness 
of feeling, become evident in trait, carriage, and 
gesture of the visible man. Personal vanity comes 
to the aid of ethics. In recent years it has led mul¬ 
titudes into a kind of physical discipline and re¬ 
straint—the new^ asceticism! It has a future of 
unlimited magnitude! 

This vanity is but the outer shell of the true 
aesthetic standard which is capable of forgetting 
the outer observer. Grace and amenity of conduct 
have intrinsic satisfactions of their own. They 
have contributed to form the ideal of the ‘‘gen¬ 
tleman” and the vanishing ideal of the “lady,” 
compounded, as these were, half of aesthetics and 
half of the sentiment of honor. The third Earl of 
Shaftesbury thought that he could derive the en¬ 
tire code of morals from tlie standard of har¬ 
mony.And we remember the noble prayer of 
Socrates at the close of the Phaedrus: 

Beloved Pan, and all ye other gods that haunt this 
* Characteristics of Men, Manners and Opinions, 1711. 
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place, give me beauty in the inner man; and may the 
outer and the inner man be at one. 

191. The standard of honor^ just mentioned, 
marks, I think, the highest reach of an ethics 
without metapliysics. It is a standard which im¬ 
plies a fine sensitiveness toward unenforceable ob¬ 
ligations, such as the ‘debt of honor.’ In its his¬ 
tory it has had a not wholly fortunate connection 
with aristocratic orders of society as if it were 
only for those wlioin nohlcssc ohlicjc: the honor of 
tlie kniffht or of tlie officer as it has been ititer- 
])rcted in Continental military circles tends some¬ 
what to a su])erstilious concern for the show of 
respect to one’s ])erson. But there is a more gen¬ 
uine essence of honor, as in the pride of a Cyrano 
de Bergerac oi* in the laws of a reasonable con¬ 
temporary chivalry.* It is still founded on dis¬ 
tinction, a sense of superiority to vulgar selfhood: 
hut that vulgar selfhood is one’s own, and the 
sentiment of honor carries with it a scorn to take 
advantage of the many opportunities for feeding 
the material greeds of that self at the expense of 
a scruple. Honor is simply the flower of self-re¬ 
spect. It may lead a character into regions wdiich 
neither the social standard nor the a 2 sthetic stan¬ 
dard alone would require. 

19^. These standards, we say, do not depend 
for thetr existence on any metaphysical theory. 

* Cf. Alfred de \'igny. La canne de jonc, oh. ix. 
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They seem to be spontaneous products of human 
nature,—at least of some human natures; and \vc 
find germs of them in animals. Now our question 
is, Docs a metaphysical belief, when it arrives, 
make any difference to them? 

It is evident that, as we find them, these senti¬ 
ments are both variable and vulnerable. We can¬ 
not assume tliat, merely by the mechanics of 
heredity, they will be generated in constant and 
adequate quantities. We may regard them as ad¬ 
mirable and reasonable. But what if, in any group 
of persons, tlic}" do not exist, or only feebly ex¬ 
ist? Can we beget them? The person who says, ‘T 
am not interested in honor nor in personal aes- 
thetics; I find my happiness on the more vulgar 
])lanc. I make no apologies, for this is the way 
nature has made me,”—such a person would seem 
to be in a fairly impregnable ])Osition. 

Education cannot '‘‘inculcate” sentiments the 
germ of which is not present. A student of mine 
once said, commenting on a course in ethics, “You 
can't j)]*ove that a man ought to love his neigh¬ 
bor. And if you could, tliat would not help him to 
do soP^ Put it this way: you cannot prove to the 
unmusical that music is beautiful; and if you 
could, that would not help him to enjoy it. There 
is the central difficulty. And the actual situation 
is that while most of us love a few of our neigh¬ 
bors to a certain extent, very few of us love more 
than a few: the actual force of the sentiitient of 
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brotherhood toward ‘‘mankind’’ is hardly more 
than that of a mathematical expression, an imag¬ 
inary picture of a non-existent limit. Well-dis¬ 
posed toward mankind,—^yes; glad to help, too, 
so long as the cost is not too great: the good-na¬ 
tured spirit of the prosperous; fair-weather be¬ 
nevolence. But capable of heroic sacrifice? Or of 
steadfast loyalty at all costs? Yes also; so long as 
one listens solely to the native impulse, and does 
not attempt to rationalize one’s behavior. He who 
deliberates is likely to be lost. If metaphysics can¬ 
not create these liberal sentiments on which civili¬ 
zation depends, there are types of metaphysics 
which can, apparently, tmdermine them by expos¬ 
ing them as irrational. And if this is true, meta¬ 
physics is certainly not irrelevant to them. 

198. In fact, tlie proposition that ethics has no 
need of metaphysics runs close to absurdity: it is 
as much as to say that ethics is indifferent to the 
nature of reality. Admit that ethical sentiments 
come out of natural human instincts; but remem¬ 
ber that instincts are ways of dealing with reality. 
Instincts have no theories; but they have at times 
a wisdom which is deeper than available theory; 
they are attended by intuitions of the nature of 
the world wherein they operate. The social in¬ 
stincts and inhibitions out of which our ethical 
standards arise are active long before we know 


^ See above^ §87. 
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what these intuitions mean: but when scientific 
and metaphysical thought arises it will either cor¬ 
roborate or refute these intuitions; it will either 
sustain or discount those sentiments. 

It is simply not true that the values and quali¬ 
ties of things are fixed in independence of our 
thoughts about their natures. Even in regard 
to tastes and odors, belief about the substance 
affects the flavor: the squeamish have a need 
to know what a dish is—whether oyster or snail 
—^before they can eat it with relish. Still more 
with the value we ascribe to our neighbors. We 
are bound in the long run to treat things and 
men according to what they are. As for these 
fellow men of ours whom we are expected to 
regard as brothers and equals, the question is 
What are they 9 Answer that without metaphys¬ 
ics if you can. If they are biological organisms 
and nothing else, subject to the laws of cause and 
effect, they must be so treated. In that case, their 
worth varies through a long gamut, and there are 
“many too man}'^” of them: it is no use pretending 
any sentiment of universal respect or fraternity; 
the principle of ‘equality* is either a falsehood or a 
pragmatic assumption for small homogeneous com¬ 
munities, quite inapplicable to humanity at large. 
Obversely, if that sense of fundamental equality 
which is the basis of justice as well as of benevolence 
is to be given a lease of life, we must be assured 
that men are something else than organisms. 

Now experience does something to indicate that 
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the cause-and-eiTect view of human nature is un¬ 
satisfactory : namely, it does not work. Study hu¬ 
man psycliology; find tlie ‘Maws” of human be¬ 
havior; then try to apply them in the manage¬ 
ment of men, and see what happens. Let them but 
get the suspicion that you are trying to [)ractisc 
a cause-and-effect policy on them, and they will 
spoil your game. Society cannot be worked out 
on the plan of causal-dealing. Our mechanical 
‘"organization” enthusiasts sometimes assume that 
it can be; they take for granted, let us say, the 
docilit}^ of labor, the predictalMe working of the 
‘economic motive’; and labor is likely to prove 
both indocile and uneconomic, capable of a self- 
sacrificing fury of resentment. Organization and 
pathology approach the criminal tendencies of 
men with causc-and-efTect remedies, environmen¬ 
tal and cliemical; and crime continues to increase. 
We shall learn in time that we can ovly inotivaie 
other men by what motivates ourselves; by value¬ 
thinking, not b}' causal-thinking. The only suc¬ 
cessful way of treating them is to assume that 
they are rational, free and responsible; assume 
that they participate in your appreciations and 
sense of duty; stop trying to ‘w ork’ them, as you 
would work a machine, and begin discussing your 
mutual rights and obligations. Then you are no 
longer treating them as mere means to your ends; 
you are not trying to cause them, but to reason 
with them. You are showing ‘respect’; and respect 
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must stand at the beginning of any honest fra¬ 
ternity. Thus far experience takes us; and we can 
say that no metaphysics will sustain a modern 
social structure unless it can justify this mode of 
treatnicnt. 

194. Xow it is here that idealistic metaphysics 
strikes in. It declares that man is something dif¬ 
ferent from tlie causal or biological machine, and 
that by virtue of what he is, he is worthy of re¬ 
spect. It [>uis a necessary foundation under the 
centre of the whole ethical and social business. 

II 

Kant was the first modern thinker to perceive 
and to state in unmistakable laniruaue this situa- 
lion. He puts the matter dogmatically: ^‘Now I 
say man exists as an end in himself, not merely as 
a means.’'* We call rational beings persons^ he 
continues, because ^‘their very nature points them 
out as ends in themselves.'” Whatever is a thiug^ 
as di.stinct from a person, we are at liberty to use 
as we like: it has a value just so long as we de¬ 
sire it; its value is relative to our wishes, and if 
we cease to care for it, that value declines. Things 
arc not ends in^themseh^es; and for this reason, 
their authority over our conduct is conditional: 
‘Tf” we desire wealth or preferment, we must be 
diligent in our business; if not, we may be as lazy 
as we like. Such rules, Kant suggests, we may 

* Fundam^tal Principles of the Metaphysics of Morais» tr. by 
T. K. Abbott, 4th ed., p. 55. 
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properly call ^'hypothetical imperatives ”: they 
remain binding only so long as one continues to 
value the object. But the value of persons has 
a different status: their worth is objective, inde¬ 
pendent of our variations of mood because based 
on what a person is, namely, a free being, capable 
of seeing an ethical point, and so of being a mem¬ 
ber of a society of rational creatures. The exist¬ 
ence of persons, as ends in themselves, thus im¬ 
poses on us a requirement which is unconditional, 
or as Kant phrases it, a “categorical imperative,” 
a command without an “if”: 

So act as to treat humanity, whether in thine own 
person or in any other, in every case as an end 
withal, never as means only. 

This is one of the most impressive formulations 
of our moral common sense that htis ever been 
made. We recognize at once its force and its 
effect. Besides defining accurately that element 
of underlying equality (running through all the 
inequalities among men) which is the basis of all 
legal right, and therefore of all equity and justice, 
it forbids all forms of what we call “exploita¬ 
tion.” It clearly excludes slavery (Kant’s treatise 
was published in 1786); for slavery is the literal 
treatment of persons as things, using them as 
means to the ends of others and not as ends in 
themselves. In so far as honest contract rdations 
(include the wage relation) supplant relations 
based on compulsion, men continue to use each 
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other as means to their ends, but they also re¬ 
spect each other’s freedom; so that the Kantian 
principle is complied with. 

It also abets and clarifies the sense of honor: 
for it forbids that the personal principle in my¬ 
self shall ever be prostituted to the service of ma¬ 
terial inclination. Don’t make the mistake of sup¬ 
posing, Kant admonishes, that the element of free 
value-thinking in yourself is there purely for the 
sake of leading you to the satisfaction of your 
natural desires. It has its biological functions, no 
doubt: intelligence (like eyesight) has evolved as 
a means to all sorts of practically valuable ends. 
But having arrived, rationality (like eyesight) 
takes rank as an end, and not as a means only, 
and indeed as the chief good of life: to be a ra¬ 
tional being is second to nothing in the satisfac¬ 
tion it gives; and no sacrifice of the personal qual¬ 
ity, which constitutes the dignity of man, could 
be compensated by any amount of the tangible 
gratifications of the organic self. 

195. From this categorical imperative we may 
draw certain direct inferences. To treat all persons 
as ends is to that extent to treat everybody alike: 
it introduces a principle of equality into human 
dealings. But wherever equality appears, logic can 
be used in ethical reasoning. I may and must 
think of my own action as if any other pers<m 
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were to act on the same principle—“Would I 
approve if all others were to do likewise”? That is, 
I must consider my action as if its principle or 
‘maxim’ were to become a general rule for all; as 
if, in short, to act were at the same moment to make 
the spirit of my action a law for the entire cran- 
munity of persons (as through the imitative pro¬ 
pensities of mankind it actually tends to do). The 
categorical imperative can thus assume this form: 

Act only on that maxim of which thou canst at 
the same time will that it should become a universal 
law.* 

In other words, cease making exceptions in your 
own favor; eliminate those modes of action which 
would show themselves self-contradictory if they 
became general. Do not allow yourself to lie, when 
the whole effect of the lie depends on that general 
habit of truthfulness which allows your language 
to be received at its face value. Do not allow your¬ 
self to steal, when the whole advantage of your 
theft depends upon having your stolen goods re¬ 
spected as your property. Do not kill, when the 
only value of your deed requires the continued 

• Op. cit., p. 46. If the word ‘maxim’ proves troublesome here, as 
it should, recall that it is not the literal behavior which the neighbor 
tends to imitate, but the general motivation which he perceives in 
it. If 1 drive through a red signal, he may have no inclination to 
drive through a red signal; but perceiving that I take traffic rules 
Hg^tly when the police are absent he may be emboldened to use 
this *maxim’ in disregarding speed limits. The ‘maxim’ is the gen- 
end animus of my act: I may not have it clearly formulated in my 
own mind. Kant’s rule requires we first get clear what our maxim is. 
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protection of your own life by the standards of 
the community. 

Does it seem to you that these rules, which in 
some form or other appear in the codes of all so¬ 
cieties, belong to the abstract and formal side of 
ethics? It would certainly be a poor ethical theory 
which could not account for their prevalence. And 
the logic which Kant proposes is very much the 
course of thought through which they are arrived 
at by the ethical common sense of mankind. For 
all societies have the same problem, selfishness of 
the human individual: and all have to induce in 
him the same idea of ‘justice,’ that of applying 
to himself the rules he would recommend to others. 

196. In Kant’s treatment of ethics we have the 
sense of getting close to the centre of moral life. 
It has had, and continues to have, a profound 
influence on the modem conscience, in the field of 
law as well as in that of personal morality.* Like 
every great formulation of human intuition, it is 
an approximation rather than a finality; and it 
must meet a criticism which is keen in proportion 
to its importance. 

On the one hand, it is said that Kant’s impera¬ 
tive is too empty, that it requires nothifig specific. 
(One might as well say of the Golden Rule that it 

•Sec the contribution by Roscoe Pound to the volume Kant 
17M~1024, edited by E C. Wilm. 
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also commands nothing specific; yet few have had 
the folly to suggest that this rule comipands noth¬ 
ing merely because it mentions nothing in par¬ 
ticular. We have not found Kant’s principles 
devoid of application.) On the other hand, it is 
said that it is too rigorous, and that it requires an 
impossible standard of human behavior. These two 
criticisms evidently tend to cancel each other. 

The chief defect of Kant’s theory is the absence 
of an independent metaphysics. Kant has argued 
that the moral law depends on a metaphysical 
belief for its validity*: but at the same time that 
the only ground for such metaphysical belief is 
this demand of the moral law. But metaphysics 
cannot sustain ethics if ethics is the only support 
of metaphysics. Kant himself not an idealist in 
metaphysics; he is rather a mystic, standing on 
the threshold of idealism. For this reason, the es¬ 
sential propositions of his ethics can only be stated 
in the dogmatic way we have noted: they lack 
theoretical support. Three dogmas form the pivots 
of his doctrine: “There is nothing good without 
qualification but a good will”; “Now I say that 
man exists as end in himself, not merely as a 
means”; “Now € say that every being that cannot 
act except under the idea of freedom is really 
free.”t 

• Section 67, above. 

t Fundamental Prindples of the Metaphysics of Morals, pp 10, 
66, 80. 
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These dogmas are probably true, or nearly true: 
they make connection—as Kant intended—^with 
the common moral sense of mankind. But they can 
hardly be exactly true as stated, because they 
do not agree with each other: if we assert the sole 
absolute goodness of the goo4 will, how can we 
assert the absolute worth of every person whether 
his will is good or not? And is it clear that the 
worth of any person is purely intrinsic, without 
reference to the world in which he lives and his 
action in it? Kant wished to find those ethical 
principles which hold good a priori, without refer¬ 
ence to the specific consequences of action. He was 
quite right in thinking that a will does not cease 
to be good because some unforeseeable accident 
prevents its carrying out: but it is not clear that 
a will could be good without any effects whatever, 
for in that case it would not be a will. 

Our own sense of personal worth is certainly 
variable; and dependent in no small measure on the 
conviction that we fulfil some function in the cos¬ 
mos. (Mark, I do not say a social function; but a 
function having an objective worth of some sort, 
in the processes of the greater world.) The worth 
of men comes in part from their cosmic relation¬ 
ships. The **proof that a man ought to respect 
or to love his neighbor” must come, if at all, from 
recognizing that this neighbor has, or can have, 
the interests of the whole in his keeping, and is 
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in fact affecting them, if only by the direct con¬ 
tagion of his ‘maxim.’ 

It certainly will not do at the present moment 
in history to assume the worth of humanity as a 
dogma. The weakness which attends the “lay” or 
autonomous ethics attends also the ethics of Kant: 
each depends on a native impulse to treat the 
neighbor as an equal: the impulse is there, but 
without rational support it gives way. Slavery is 
out of countenance, but there are various modern 
substitutes which build upon the evident inequali¬ 
ties of mankind. There has never been a time when 
the disposition to make use of weaker brethren or 
of backward races as mere means for national or 
private ends was more wide-spread. And while pro¬ 
fessedly democratic peoples are rightly incensed at 
the rude rejections of all the slow-built respect for 
the rights of free peoples shown in the brutal con¬ 
quests of Manchuria and Abyssinia, and the cam¬ 
paigns in Spain and in China, these same democ¬ 
racies conduct empires in which the usefulness of 
inferior to superior seems to be the primary 
principle of organization. If we ought to treat all 
human beings as ends in themselves, there must 
be some metaphysical justification for doing so 
which we do not find in human impulse, nor in the 
dogma of Kant. We may find it in his successors. 
197. Hegel* sees human individuals as im- 

• G. W. P. Hegel, 1770-1831. His ethical theory is best expressed 
in his Philosophy of Right. See Rayburn, Hegel's Ethical Theory. 
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mersed in the living process of the world, which 
is at once the history of civilization and the history 
of a developing thought. Persons get both their 
freedom and their worth through participation in 
this universal process. 

Our freedom is less an intrinsic and invariable 
quality, Hegel teaches, than something which de¬ 
velops and whose meaning we learn by various 
experiments more or less mistaken. We are likely 
to try (a) the freedom of aloofness. Since by en¬ 
tanglement we lose freedom, we seek liberty in 
detaclunent, absence of restraint, refusal to engage 
in common causes with imperfect comrades in an 
imperfect world. Regarding all inherited institu¬ 
tions, parties, churches, traditions as compromis¬ 
ing at best, and at worst as corrupted and cor¬ 
rupting, we are ready to abandon them or if need 
be to destroy them in the name of liberty. The 
aloof man is free—and footless: he is not com¬ 
promised by any party-ties, but without his im¬ 
perfect fellow citizens he can accomplish nothing. 
We find this sort of liberty vainly negative, im¬ 
potent and destructive of selfhood. Seeing that 
liberty must be something more positive than 
freedom from, that it must be freedom for an 
object, we may swing to an opposite policy, trying 
(6) the freedom of capricious self-assertion, satis¬ 
fying desires when and as we please, finding the 
good of life in living, exercising our functions 
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without too much of that pain of criticism which 
separated us from biological and social realities. 
We find ourselves still unsatisfied and unfree. For 
the self is one and not many: in the multitude 
of satisfactions one thing remains unexpressed 
and unsatisfied, the total person. An unintegrated 
self can enjoy nothing: in this findipg modern 
psychiatry reaffirms the discernment of Plato 
(Republic, Book iv). And impulse itself dies by 
being too much examined and consulted: no ques¬ 
tion becomes so tedious when it is constantly re¬ 
iterated as the question. What do I most desire 
to do today? We betake ourselves at last (c) to 
a concrete freedom, a freedom which accepts the 
bondage we at first spumed, that of taking one’s 
part in the institutional life of mankind. For these 
imperfect forms of common life do, after all, 
embody at their core an element of reason without 
which we cannot come to ourselves, any more than 
without the imperfect family we could have come 
into the historical scene at all, or without the 
imperfect traditional language of our group com¬ 
municate a single thought. They have the vast 
merit of existing, whereas those ideals we held 
against them in criticism lack that virtue; and 
until they have established thonselves in general 
practice remain mere sentimentality, that unreal¬ 
istic mooning which makes the name, ‘idealist* a 
practical reproach. There is much alloy in any 
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institution, but each survives by what is sound 
in it: “what is real in it is reasonable (because) 
whatever is reasonable becomes real.” We find that 
all laws, conventions, institutions can be, like 
language, either bonds or wings, according to 
one’s degree of mastery. It is like the rules of 
poetic form which weaker abilities find it frees 
them to discard: poetic power uses them. Coventry 
Patmore symbolizes the whole Hegelian principle 
in his lines: 

They live by law, not like the fool 
But like the bard who sweetly sings 
In strictest bonds of time and rule, 

And finds in them not bonds, but wings. 


The art of life is to discern what is universal in 
the laws and institutions, and to ally ourselvn 
with that. Our highest ethical law is. Identify thy¬ 
self with objective Reason, as found in the institu¬ 
tions of mankind. 


198. Hegel heu! not contradicted Kant: he has 
supplemented him. And his argument is one of 
those bits of philosophy so convincing that it has 
become part of the mind of our age: the ethical 
will must have its formal rectitude and freedom; 
but it is equally its duty to act, to coma out of its 
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self-enclosure and participate in the common ef¬ 
forts of men. Hegel goes as far as an idealist can 
go toward being a realist in ethics, one who works 
with things as they are. Royce* builds on this 
foundation. But he finds that objective Reason not 
necessarily in the established institutions of so¬ 
ciety. Hegel is right in attributing to them a core 
of soundness; but Hegel also—conservative—saw 
that institutions were capable of decay: not every 
state is a good enough state to keep alive,—the 
drastic processes of war and revolution clear his¬ 
tory of the decaying cultures: history becomes the 
world’s court of judgment. Then it is not to insti¬ 
tutions as such that wc should attach ourselves, 
Royce judges, but to those “causes” which at any 
time embody the rationality to come. These causes 
are likely to come forward because some element 
of Reason is not embodied in the actual order, 
and requires our service in order that it may be 
realized. Loyalty to causes is the primary ethical 
principle. And though equally conscientious men 
may conflict in their judgment and find themselves 
serving with equal loyalty opposing causes, there 
is one cause in which all can unite; for each op¬ 
ponent can respect the loyalty of the other. The 
absolute rule is, Be loyal to loyalty wherever fotmd. 

* Josiab Royce, 1855-1916. His Philosophy of Loyalty contains 
the discussion here epitomized. 
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199. Kant and Hegel, in the interest of show¬ 
ing ethical conduct as reasonable conduct, bring 
all men under the same law (as indeed they must 
be) and appear to recommend to all the same be¬ 
havior. This is not actually the case, since the same 
principle applied to different circumstances must 
give different results. But duty is more deeply 
individual than this. I ought indeed to act on a 
maxim I am ready to defend—this is my tie with 
the general reason of men: but I ought to do in 
the concrete what no other person in the universe 
can do. 

This requirement* we may express in a rule 
which, I believe, includes the various principles 
that have come out of idealistic ethics: Universalize 
thyself; that is. Consider thyself a unique being, 
habing a view of reality granted to no other, which 
it is thy destiny to express: express this latent idea, 
make thy private feeling or intuition of the world 
the universal sense; incorporate it in action; build 
it into the ongoing common life. 

The ethical life begins, as we saw, with the sum¬ 
mons to take experience as something more than a 
subjective pantomime; sensation itself I know I 
‘ought’ to take as a sign of a common world of 

•Which comes by degrees to light in the ethical writings of Fichte, 
Bradley, and Royce. 
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objectiTe truth. My first duty is to gain and keep 
a common footing with the rational life around 
me through regard for the truth. Such Hruthful- 
ness’ or ‘objectivity’ (which is likewise the virtue 
of the artist) occupies a peculiarly central posi¬ 
tion in the moral life (Gandhi identifies Truth and 
God) ; for it is the condition of any further moral 
progress: how far any two minds can get in mu¬ 
tuality depends directly on the degree of their 
sincerity toward each other. The liar or deceiver 
deliberately breaks the common ground between 
himself and the one he deceives,—as Montaigne 
said: “How much more sociable is silence than 
falsehood!” The common ground has to be made 
and kept by moral effort. That is, we can serve 
men only by first serving what appear to be the 
more abstract elements of reason in the world,— 
truth and justice, very much as Kant saw them. 

But on this foundation must be built our in¬ 
dividual contribution to the concrete stuff of ex¬ 
istence, our “service of objective Reason.” This 
service has three stages. First, alliance with what 
is there (Hegel’s insight). Second, criticism of 
what is there (from inside). The discovery of de¬ 
fect is usually easy enough, yet taken seriously 
it is an indispensable moral function anyone can 
complain; but to see what is wrong is a gift: ac¬ 
curate diagnosis comes from a unique power of 
vision and indicates the likelihood of an equally 
unique capacity to remedy the fault. Third* 
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re-creation. The highest good of the individual life 
is not in the acceptance, nor in the criticism, but 
in the remaking of ideas and thereby of institu¬ 
tional life; affecting a change in the world which 
will last because it deserves to last; revising a law, 
painting a picture, building an arch, educating a 
child,—acting in such wise that your deposit of 
truth finds its way into the universal current of 
life. In this way the instinctive “will to power” is 
given its due scope and satisfaction; and at the 
same time the sense of obligation to the hidden life 
of things is honored. A man’s worth lies not solely 
in the fact that he is a person: nor does it lie in 
his good will alone, considered as good intention: 
it lies in that concrete good will so to conceive his 
life and to fulfil this responsible function, a will 
which is never without its due effect. This is at 
once the law of duty and the law of happiness.* 

SOO. Suppose now that a man were minded to 
live by such ethical standards as these. Would it 
make no difference to him if he had some assurance 
about the nature of the world in which his work 
has to be done? 

Suppose he were convinced of the metaphysics 
of idealism, and were to carry this out to the con¬ 
sequences we have already drawnf: That every 

*The Meaning of God in Human Experience, ch. xxxi, The 
Prophetic Consciouaness; Man and the State, ch. xxi. The Human 
WUl; Human Nature and Its Remaking, chs. xi and xxiv. 

t Section 185, above. 
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human being has a presumptive meaning in the 
cosmic order; That our judgments of worth must 
be essentially valid; That our most universal stand¬ 
ards, including those ethical standards of honor, 
beauty, loyalty, cannot be indifferent to the na¬ 
ture of things. 

If one had carried his deduction so far, would 
he not also infer that since these standards are not 
alien to reality, it cannot he a matter of cosmic 
indifference whether we observe them? And could 
he any longer doubt whether his metaphysics were 
relevant to his ethics.'* Even if the content of the 
good life were not altered, the obligation to seek 
it would acquire a new importance. Or rather, 
obligation for the first time would find its genuine 
meaning: for in an indifferent world, the idea of 
obligation is a footless myth. In a living world, the 
call of duty is the summons to an enterprise in 
which one can never be ultimately alone. 

This metaphysics carried with it a further pre¬ 
sumption that the good will, as being in accord 
with the ultimate power of the world, is succeed¬ 
ing in its unknown cosmic business; whereas neg¬ 
lect of obligationj betaking oneself to shams, and 
thus, in Carlyle’s phrase, parting company with 
the central realities, is in some unknown way un¬ 
doing the possibility of such success. For the ob¬ 
jective order of the world is not a mechanical but 
a moral order. It is on this metaphysical truth 
that idealist ethics rests its case. 



IDEALISM AND ETHICS 


308 


A POSSIBLE IDEALIST CODE 

Our discussion has been lengthy: yet it has not 
come to details,—it has been occupied with prin¬ 
ciples. Personal and social applications have been 
glanced at in passing. Let us here assemble cer¬ 
tain of the principles which emerge, with more 
definite suggestions for the art of living. 

i. (The elemental or subconscious virtue: the 
basis of all character) Love life as a give-and- 
take with other life: he objective: treat your sen¬ 
sations as signs of a world of objects which you 
have mentally to build and keep as a common 
world with such fellow minds as may be there. 

ii. (The primary conscious virtue) Believe in 
yourself as having something unique to do in this 
living universe, namely to universalize what is 
your peculiar individual perception. Believe that 
the meaning of life (self-realization) lies in doing 
this thing, and happiness consists in approaching 
its achievement; whereas the biological pleasures 
are incidental to normal activity, and are intended 
to be the tokens not the substance of happiness. 

iii. (The primary abstract virtue) Be truthful. 
Truth is the chief means of building the common 
world. Finding, accepting, using scientific truth 
are aspects of this virtue. Verbal truthfulness is 
important, otherwise language becomes a debased 
coinage: but its ethical interest lies in the main- 
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tenance of unity with one’s fellows (and the avoid¬ 
ance of self-disintegration which deception brings). 
Where this unity is otherwise destroyed, as in 
war, truthful language is the empty shell of a de¬ 
parted virtue: its sphere is then limited to the 
restoration of amity by way of the common ground 
(which always exists) beneath the region of con¬ 
flict. 

iv. Be just: treat no person as a mere means to 
your ends; recognize the human equality which 
underlies all inequalities. 

Never exploit, and never countenance exploita¬ 
tion, whether for political or for economic ends. 
Never take advantage of another’s inferior bar¬ 
gaining position to depress the living standard 
whether of the wage earner, or of the employer! 

Be just: recognize the inequalities which ride on 
the underlying equality, and the differences of 
status which are incident to differences of func¬ 
tion. Never envy and never covet: rejoice in the 
good fortune of others, and hate the swinish use 
of fortune whether in high or low. 

Be just: maintain your rights and the rights of 
others; and recognize that without good-will there 
are no rights whatsoever, whether of property or 
of action. There are no inalienable rights. 

V. Believe in fulness of 'living; never cheat for 
the sake of an artiflcial fulness. 

Fulness of living means the relatively complete 
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exercise of native capacities and functions, includ¬ 
ing the biological capacities and hungers. There 
is a duty to enjoyment—not usually necessary to 
insist on: the enjoyment of life is the route to the 
unfolding of new appreciations. 

Yet there is no principle to the effect that every¬ 
one should enjoy everything. Each joy contains 
the principle of all joy. No joy that is bought at 
the cost of mental unity is contributory to life; 
and a joy bought at the cost of another’s welfare 
or at the cost of duplicity of living is destructive 
of mental unity. 

Prostitution and the irresponsible quest of sex- 
pleasure suffer under both counts. They are, in 
general, selfish, though under the pretence of af¬ 
fection, and involve using another human being 
as a means to one’s personal gratification. They 
exaggerate subjective self-consciousness and di¬ 
minish the natural attraction of pleasures unasso¬ 
ciated with sex. Sex is the occasion of the greatest 
of human illuminations; the demand to have it 
apart from its natural meaning is the occasion of 
the greatest human self-befuddlement and divorce 
from the realities of value. 

vi. Understand the uses of friendliness and also 
of combat. Seek peace, and never pretend peace 
when there is no peace. 

Peace is assumed to be the name of the ideal 
condition of mankind. Yet the over-amiable, over- 
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ingratiating soul is everywhere an object of loath¬ 
ing, and the school of opposition is a necessary 
part of the development of character. To conceal 
love is wrong; to conceal anger or hostility is 
equally wrong, a futile type of deception, and a 
harmful self-suppression. Evil cannot be dismissed 
from the world by wishing it absent: it can some¬ 
times be overcome by good will (the basis of the 
idea of love of enemy and of overcoming evil with 
good) which is the highest way to deal with it. 
But to win the enemy over implies that he is lis¬ 
tening to you, and is in personal relation to you: 
this method is therefore inapplicable to cases in 
which the self-satisfied aggressor is listening to no 
one—^such evil must be overcome by combat. Fail¬ 
ure to define the ethical uses of a just pugnacity 
is one of the rotting weaknesses of our civilization; 
and one of the points in which rebels like Nietzsche 
have scored a telling criticism of the pseudo-ideal¬ 
ism which consists in a denial of the profound 
moral import of opposition when opposition is due. 

vii. Believe in the significaTwe of particular cir¬ 
cumstance. Do not demand to be like any other 
human being in situation, wealth, range of action. 
The uniqueness of your duty is the sufficient rea¬ 
son for a like uniqueness in your personal history. 
Your duty is not to be like others, nor yet to be 
unlike: it is to utilize your circumstance for find¬ 
ing yourself and your own way to universalize 
yourself. 
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Hence, never complain of circumstance, never 
recriminate, never demand the satisfactions which 
do not honestly come your way —they are not 
necessary for 3 'ou, and above all never offer excuses 
for failure: in your duty as a human being (not 
necessarily as artisan, lawyer, artist),—in thi$ 
duty it is always possible to succeed. 



Chapter XXIX 


IDEALISM EXAMINED 

SOI. Idealism has the advantage of interpret¬ 
ing those intuitions of the race which dignify tl;ie 
soul of man and give him positive faith in his 
destiny in the silent mechanism of the cosmos. 
It is the philosophy which makes it worth while 
to philosophize. 

But it has the disadvantage of its advantages. 
It chimes in too well with our hopes. It is likely 
to accept the support of human self-esteem where 
the cool support of reason—^which is the virtue of 
philosophy—falters. Objective idealism does, it is 
true, attempt to show its primary doctrines as in¬ 
escapable; but its proofs have so far been less per¬ 
suasive to mankind than its intuitions. Further, 
it is not possible to proceed in metaphysics with¬ 
out assumptions; the good faith of a philosophy 
is in recognizing these initial persuasions or intui¬ 
tions and avowing them. And being avowed, they 
may also be questioned. 

Hence the situation is that all other types of 
philosophy, and in particular the several varieties 
of naturalism, remain as persistent critics of ideal¬ 
ism. Since idealism is the eternal thesis of phi- 

368 
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losophy, it is the perennial object of criticism and 
attack: every new ‘movement’ parades as its refu¬ 
tation, and idealism Uvea on, aided by the criti¬ 
cism. The “examination of idealism” which is here 
in place in our own program is thus already re¬ 
corded, in part, in the preceding types. It will 
be further carried forward in the types to follow, 
—^realism and mysticism. In preparation for these 
we may here notice an aspect of idealism which 
has appeared in recent years peculiarly objection¬ 
able and vulnerable, the doctrine of the Absolute 
Self,—or briefly, of “The Absolute.” 

202. Objective Idealism has taken for granted 
that the phenomena of experience might be re¬ 
garded without contradiction as presented to us by 
another mind, free from our human limitations. 
This world-mind of Idealism is the philosophical 
equivalent of God. “Creation” becomes a contin¬ 
uous process, since the activity of the world-mind 
is not considered as that of establishing an inde¬ 
pendent physical world, and then leaving it to 
develop its inner possibilities; its activity is rather 
a direct dealing with persons,* the persons who 
appear to themselves to have come out of a long 
antecedent nature. 

But is such a world-mind a consistent object of 

* If ’creation’ means the bringing^ into being out of nothing of 
an independent material world, idealbm has no creation, but only 
manifestation: this from the point of view of theological realism is a 
fatal defects 
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thought? Are we not attributing to it ideas, pur¬ 
poses and feelings too much like our own? 

203. We have already pointed out (§166) that 
an all-active mind must be profoundly different 
from any mind that is so largely receptive as our 
minds are, and so completely dependent on what 
it receives for its grist. We can reproduce images 
that have once appeared to us: we have little power 
to devise images which have no prototypes in ex¬ 
perience. (It is a good exercise, to try to conceive 
a new sense-impression as different from sound and 
sight as these are from each other. Hume thought 
our powers of invention in this direction limited 
to imagining intermediate shades in a sensory 
scale. Modern sculpture and architecture play with 
unheard-of shapes and curves. But most so-called 
invention is simply new combination of given ma¬ 
terials.) To an all-active mind all images would 
be originals, the word ‘creation’ would be appro¬ 
priate. But would such an active being be prop¬ 
erly a ‘mind,’ since ‘mind’ in our sense is largely 
made up on one hand of received stuff and on 
the other of an effort to think, on the part of be¬ 
ings largely ignorant? Or could it be, in Boyce’s 
terms, a ‘purpose’; for is not ‘purpose’ a confession 
that the good we seek is not present, and that we 
suffer delay in time because of our limited powers? 

Mentality and personality thus seem to imply 
limitations of various sorts; and if any being is 



IDEALISM EXAMINED 371 

limited that fact requires to be accounted for; the 
cause would lie either in the being itself or in some¬ 
thing else. But if the world-mind is the One real 
being, there is nothing else to limit it: there could 
be no reason for its having to ‘think’ or to ‘pur¬ 
pose’ except from within Itself. Hence, reflection 
on the nature of the world-mind has led to the idea 
of a self-limiting being whose ultimate nature is 
unlimited or infinite. To such a being the term 
‘mind’ could apply only by dint of our own human 
need for some aid to imagination,—‘mind’ being 
the nearest thing to the unlimited that w’e know. 

The technical name for the unlimited being is 
'The Absolute,' The word has an air of finality 
which is intended: it is used as in contrast to every¬ 
thing that is ‘relative,’ i. e., everything that ‘de¬ 
pends’ for its character on this or that external 
condition, everything that is bounded by an en¬ 
vironment, everything that has about it the marks 
of time and place, and of particular existence 
which is always irrational and factual. Whatever 
has grown in the course of evolution out of pre¬ 
ceding conditions is in the current of change: it 
has only a ‘relative’ stability and reality. The 
Absolute being must therefore include all time; 
there can be nothing before it nor after it; evolu¬ 
tion and history take place within it; itself has 
no history. Such a being could not be supposed 
subject to emotion, an inner agitation in view of 
external happening; it could neither be angry. 
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nor pleased with prayer and praise, nor be moved 
by any sentiment of love for finite creatures—^it 
would certainly not be identical with the God of 
historical religion. 

204). Another step: The world-self is to us an 
‘object,’ other than ourselves. It is to me ‘another 
self’: am I then ‘another self’ to itP If so, it is still 
a limited being: it omits me! The Real being could 
accept such incompleteness only by way, again, of 
self-limitation: I can be an ‘object’ for it, only 
by its own act: 1 can be. a free being only as it 
freely wills my freedom. I must fall within its 
being as it does not fall within mine; it must have 
the whole extent of my otherness within itself. In 
the Real, subject and object must be united, both 
being contained in the absolute unity. 

For the Absolute, we finite persons would con¬ 
stitute a society of minds with whom it could main¬ 
tain quasi-social relationships; yet it would mclude 
that society, much as the subjective idealist found 
that his companions must also be ‘his ideas.’ For 
the Absolute, solipsism would be true, although 
we, its other-selves, would have whatever reality 
and independence we appear to ourselves to have. 
‘Absolute idealism’ would thus unite the char¬ 
acters of subjective and objective idealism: it 
would be their synthesis,—though at the risk of 
losing its right to the term ‘mind,’ and so ceasing 
to be idealism! 
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205. These reflections can be generalized in a 
way which is verbally very simple: 

All limited being is relative being; 

All relative being implies absolute being.* 

From this we may derive the corollaries. 

All partial being (including partial truth, par¬ 
tial goodness) implies a whole of being, truth, 
goodness. 

All error implies the reality of truth; all evil 
the reality of goodness. 

All oppositions and contrasts are partial views, 
partial errors, and must be overcome in an absolute 
unity of being. 

All relations (between distinct terms) imply a 
unity of the terms related. 

If these principles are taken as a guide to the 
outline of world-structure, we have a method of 
thinking which would in time lead us to absolute 
truth. We would simply use such partial truth 
as we have, allowing it to reveal—^as in the course 
of experience it would do—^its own error, and so 
from stage to stage push us on to that position 
to which every departure requires our return. This 
is tlie general conception of dialectical reasoning, 

*To say that anything is ‘relative* is evidently an unfinished 
phrase: it is relative to something, as the measure of motion is rela¬ 
tive to the position and motion of the observer: the formula for that 
relativity is an absolute formula (unless it, in turn, is relative to 
something further: where the term of reference is no longer relative, 
wo have the absolute of that series). The discovery of relativity is 
only possible by the discernment of the corresponding absolute. The 
physical theory of ‘Relativity* is an effort to attain a formula which 
will hold good under all transformations, i. e., an absolute formula. 
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which we find informally in Plato, and wliich in 
Hegel becomes the cornerstone of philosophical 
system.* The absolute truth which stands at the 
end of the journey—and whose denied implies its 
reaffirmation (“When me they fly, I am the 
wings”)—does not reject the partial insights which 
have led to it: it includes, explains, and places 
them. And for Hegel, the Absolute being includes 
also the whole journey with its various accidents 
and errors, since they also enter into the signifi¬ 
cance and quality of the Whole: the Real includes 
all the appearances, now known to be appearances, 
and so no longer deceptive. 

206. I have said that these principles are ver¬ 
bally simple. They are simple; but they leave the 
mind troubled by their extreme abstractness. They 
show the direction to finality, and suggest to the 
seeker that he has the Absolute in hand: for is it 
not implied in every relative, and has he not the 
relative before him? At least, one is assured that 
there is an absolute truth, and an Absolute Being: 
and that in It every conflict is settled, every ap¬ 
parent ugliness absorbed in beauty, every evil and 
defect entered as an episode in a total triumph. 
In this state of mind the form of completion seems 
to do duty for its substance; and the soul en¬ 
thralled by perceiving the principle of perfection 
tends to rest from the labors of realizing the goal. 

• See below, p. 433 f. 
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Is there not something specious in the very 
simplicity of these principles? In their vast gen¬ 
erality is not some structural feature of this 
gnarled actual universe overlooked? 

207. Since the mere idea of finality has its psy¬ 
chological dangers for mankind, an age which 
made much of the Absolute invited a period in 
which the very conception of the Absolute was 
decried. The ideal of the AU-One was seemingly 
impregnable, and the assault required the energies 
of a courageous if not a reckless spirit. William 
James was qualified to lead the revolt* (cf. Varie¬ 
ties of Religious Experience, Lectures xvii-xx; 
A Pluralistic Universe). 

His intuitive objection to the Absolute lay in its 
tendency to devour the independence and freedom 
of the finite, particular beings of the world. He 
doubts whether every fact is so connected with 
every other that its being leads to the Absolute. 
The connectedness of the world is loose: no strand 
leads through to the end. There is causality, de¬ 
termination, systematic interdependence in the 
world,—^which is only to say that it is not a 
chaos: but it is not all caused, all determined; it is 
not a “block-universe”; there is room for novelty, 
freedom, absolute beginning. Of all our systemati¬ 
zations we have to say “Ever not quite!” 

* His temper is exemplified in his gay taunt to Ro^oe as hia datt|^ 
ter was preparing to make a snapshot of the two philosophers sitting 
on a stone wall in Chocorua: “Look out, Royce! I say, damn 
Absolute!" 
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The Absolute threatens the reality of time and 
change: for it englobes all of time, the future 
with the past, in its single glance (totiun simul). 
If the future can be seen with the present, the fu¬ 
ture is denatured and robbed of its amenableness 
to our wills; hence freedom also disappears. 

Such a world is too safe: its perils and adven¬ 
tures will terminate as they are foreordained, and 
the summation of all is the absolute repose and 
security,—no danger is genuine. 

On the other hand, the Absolute is barren in 
the sense that no inferences can be drawn from 
it hy us as to what will happen. Its being has been 
compatible with the miseries and calamities of sen¬ 
sitive finite beings during all past time; it may, 
so far as we can see, be compatible with them 
throughout the future. It “functions retrospec¬ 
tively only.” And even so, it does not function for 
us in transmuting evil into good, for we have not 
attained nor can we attain the absolute point of 
view. 

208. Since the Absolute is not identical with the 
Giod of religion, may it not be after all a logical 
ideal illegitimately foisted on a reality too rich 
to fit its scheme? In the order of classified knowl¬ 
edge every part is, indeed, defined in terms of the 
higher genus, and so at last of the whole. But 
being edways overflows knowledge. It may be truer 
to the whole range of our intuitions—^rational. 
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aesthetic, ethical—to abandon the Absolute, and re¬ 
turn to a God who is confessedly not the whole, 
who is outside of evil and against it, who is a 
possible partner in a struggle whose outcome is 
not predetermined, and in which our participation 
may make an actual difference,—a finite God. 

For after all, why must finitude always give a 
further account of itself? What exists about us is 
finite, plural, partially involved in its neighbor¬ 
hood, partially satisfied and complete in its limited 
being. It is factual, and it is: it accepts itself; 
let us accept it and decline the artificial responsi¬ 
bility to trace its being to the Whole. 

209. James’s revolt is in part a temperamental 
reaction, oblivious of much that the absolutists, 
especially Royce,* had already written in view of 
just such difficulties. But he did the work of the 
genial innovator: he lured out the latent discon¬ 
tent under the pall of absolutism; he released the 
pent-up stream of a renewed pluralism and finit- 
ism, encouraged a reassertion of freedom and of 
the reality of time (Bergson), and if not a parent 
at least aided in the delivery of the ‘New Realism,* 
which will shortly engage us. 

Meantime, a few comments on this indictment 
of the Absolute. 

210. i. It is not an indictment of idealism, but 

* Josiah Iftoyoe's chirf work. The World and the Individual (100^ 
1901), is directed, as its title indicates, to showing the reality of indi¬ 
vidual life and freedom in the world of the Absolute. 
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of monism. So far as it applies at all, it applies 
equally to the monism of Parmenides, of Spinoza, 
of Plotinus, and of Feuerbach, none of whom are 
idealists. It would apply to an idealism of the 
Absolute, just so far as it was an absolutism, not 
so far as it was an idealism. It is for this reason 
that I have not treated ‘absolute idealism’ as a 
peculiar variety of idealism. 

211. ii. The argument seems to me valid in 
calling for an internal disconnection among facts 
as well as for a degree of connection. There are 
loose joints in the world, and many a strand of 
connection which runs out. There are moral dis¬ 
continuities also; otherwise forgetting and for¬ 
giving would be impossible, and the whole ethical 
vista would be mechanized. The proponents of 
absolutism have failed to see that these two fea¬ 
tures of the world may both be valid. A ship is at 
the wharf, then again in mid-ocean: it is the same 
ship, and the same wharf—their relations are 
casual, not intrinsic to either. For purposes of 
commerce, one can argue from ships to wharves, 
and from wharves to ships (internal relation) ; but 
one could not argue from the wharf to that ship, 
nor from the ship to that wharf: such unconnected¬ 
ness (extemtd rdation) is presupposed in aU free 
motion, travel, intercourse in the world. At the 
same time, a shrewd detective might be able to 
infer from minute scratches and spills what par- 
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ticular ship had been tied at the particular wharf: 
the independence is not complete; the endless 
underlying sensitivity of part to part has still to 
be assumed; there are no traceless happenings: 
there is a Whole. Freedom and Wholeness are 
both to be held. 

91%. iii. But it is as useless to tilt against the 
Absolute, as to tilt against the Real: these tenns 
indicate the same entity: for unless the Absolute is 
real it is not absolute; and unless the Real is ab¬ 
solute (i. e., independent) it is not the Real. ‘The 
Absolute’ is simply the name for the unattained 
solution of an inescapable problem: if you have 
any dependent beings (and you have), then there 
is that on which each dependent depends, i. e., 
the independent being. If the word ‘absolute’ is 
offensive, call the unknown quantity ‘X.’ It is 
well enough to remind the absolutist that his term 
is not an answer to the metaphysical problem, but 
merely the place for an answer. But the conception 
‘X’ can be abolished only by abolishing the meta¬ 
physical enquiry itself.* 

We turn to the criticisms which more directly 
concern the idealistic position. 

* It is perhaps through a very obscure inkling of this truth that’ 
the latest school of fact-and-form worshippers, the ‘logical posi¬ 
tivist/ tries to banish the metaphyrical enquiry by so defining 
meaning that the enquiry becomes meaningless! It is a simple de¬ 
vice, but it deludes many an unwary soul, especially such as on other 
grounds are disaffected to metaphysics (or metaphysicians). 
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CRITICS OF IDEALISM: (1) REALISM 
lAUraiure of Realism 

1. Progenitore of contemporary ReaUsm 

Plato’s doctrine of 'ideas’ in the Timsus and the Parmenides. 

Aristotle’s doctrine of individual substances (Metaphysics, 
Z and H, tr. W. D. Ross). 

Thomas Aquinas’ view of created things and our knowledge of 
them. Gilson^ E. Philosophy of Thomas Aquinas; R. Mo- 
Keon, Selections from Medieval Philosophers, ii; On Being 
and Essence. 

Reid, Thomas. Inquiry into the Human Mind, 1764. 

Hod^n, Shadworth. Philosophy of Reflection, 1878. 

2. Neo-ReaUsm 

(Precipitating the American discussion): Royce, J. The World 
and the Individual, vol. 1,1900, Lect. II, ii~iv; Lect. IQ. 

Perry, R. B., Monist, 1901-1902. Royce’s Refutation of Realism. 

Moore, G. E., Refutation of Idealism, Mind, Oct., 1903; re¬ 
printed in Philosophical Studies, 1922. 

James, W., Does Consciousness Exist? Jl. of Philos., Sept. 1, 
1904; reprinted in Essays in Radical Empiricism, 1012. 

Perry, R. B., The ^o-Centric Predicament, Jl. Phil., 1910; 
Present Philosophical Tendencies, 1912, Parts HI and V. 

’^Holt, E. B., and others. The New Realism, 1912. Pages 2-35 
gave a clear account of the motives of neo-realism. 

Santayana, G. Winds of Doctrine, 1913. 

^Russell, B. Scientific Method in Philosophy, 1914. Read Lec¬ 
tures i, iii, and iv. ^ 

Laird, J. A Study in Realism, 1920. 

3. Critical Realism 

Drake, D. and others. Essays in Critical Realism, 1920. 

Santayana, G. Three Proofs of Realism (in Essays in Critieal 
Realism, 1920); Skepticism and Animal Faith, 1923. 

Broad, C. D. The Mind and Its Place in Nature, 1926. 

♦Montague, W, P. Ways of Knowing, 1925. Read especiahb^ 
the concluding dialogue, for literary as well as dialectical skill. 

Pratt, J. B. Personal Realism. 1937. 

4. Metaphysics as treated hy neo^realists 

Boodin, J. E. A Realistic Universe. 1916. 

Alexander, S. Space, Time and Deity, 1920. 

6. About contemporary Realism 

Perry, R. B. Philosophy of the Recent Past, Part V. 

Riley, J. W. American Thought. 

Rogers, A. K. English and American Philosophy, c. VIII. 

Russell, B. Sceptical Essays, pp. 68 fl. 

Wahl, J. Pluralist Philosophers of England and America, c. IV 
*For an introductory attack, read these three passages. 
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REALISM 

SI3. Modern idealism has become an imposing 
system of thought. Its principles have been applied 
to every department of life, to history, to art, to 
religion, to politics and law. After Aristotle ai^ 
*ITio mas Aqu inas, the gre^itest of all s yste m-m a ker s 
was the idealist H egdXIJ70—1881). His lectures 
on the^ J^liilosophy of History (which constitute 
an excellent ancf~ readable introduction 
thoug ht) the Philosophy of Art^ ^the Philosophy 
of Law, th e Philosophy of Religion not only af- 
^te d subsequent thinking in these speci al field s 
but remain as unes^aust^Jireasures „of tho ught 
(protected by a forbidding terminology!). Part 
of this influence lay in the provoking of vehement 
reactions.^^arl MarXj, a student of Hegelj^ac- 
cepted his dialectic, b ut applied it to a materialist 
c onception o f history;^ It remains true tha t th e 
full force jpf the, idealist j^Adij^ica^ can only be felL. 
w hen the student has foll owed ^ its prin cip les into 
one or more of these directions. 

The genius of the i^lS&iicJbhmkfir&.QljGe 
combined with influ ence of Berkd ey to liji^t 

* Man and Engels* Communist Manifesto; Engels* F.» Origin of 
Family and State; Ludwig Feuerbach. 

381 
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new m England in Coleridge and Carlyle, 

in the, Cair^, T. H. Green, FT H. Bradley, Ber¬ 
nard Bosanquet ; in via Coleridge, in 

Emerson, the St. Louis school of philosophy, 
James and Royce; in France in Victor Cousin, 
Lachelier, Renouvier and Boutroux; in Italy in 
Croce and Gentile. 

Idealism has at times appeared as simply an¬ 
other name for philosophy itself. For philosophy 
in seeking to understand the world must assume 
that the world is intelligible; that thought can 
penetrate the opaque screen of nature,—which is 
to say that the reality which explains nature is not 
itself opaque in turn, but is understandable by 
thought as thought is understandable by itself. 
Idealism would thus be simply the phdosophical 
form of that fundamental belief of all human 
aspiration that while “the things which are seen 
are temporal,” the unseen reality which animates 
them is both eternal and intelligible. 

But it is dangerous for any philosophy to be¬ 
come consciously identified with all philosophy, 
i. e., to become an orthodoxy. For as it becomes a 
convention to assume that its case is made out, 
the mind of an age which acquiesces by habit finds 
itself no longer with a philosophy but (in J. S. 
Mill’s phrase) with “one prejudice the more.” It 
is for the health of idealism that naturalism, in 
wider or narrower currents, has remained side by 
side with it; and in recent years two other rivals 
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have taken a new lease of Ufe, Tealisnx and myeti' 
cism. These two, widely contrasted with one an¬ 
other, propose to amend idealism in radically dif¬ 
ferent ways. 

S14i. Realism as a general temper of mind is a 
disposition to keep ourselves and our preferences 
out of our judgment of things, letting the objects 
speak for themselves. If we can say of idealism 
that it has a tendency to read the mind into nature, 
realism is in this respect its precise opposite. In 
the interest of allowing every object its full dis¬ 
tinctive flavor,, realism is inclined to de-personalize 
or de-mentalize the world, to see things starkly 
and factually in a spirit which it conceives to be at 
once more objective and more scientific than that 
of idealism. 

The realist is li kely to feel in idealism some 
t aint of hum an conceit , as if it .wgre making man 
“t^ measure of all things.” Mr. Santayana score s 
G cerman idealism for its ‘^egotism” in interpreting 
t fe uni verse as a grotesquely masmified Self. The 
realist sees the mind a&.aJr agroent of the worli-- 
and very likely as a minor fragment whose fi rst 
st^in jyisdqm is to le arn to keep its place.* 

(Realism is a word frequently applied to ten- 

* Realism in this respect is in the vein of natui^ism. Its position 
is well stated by Professor Irwin Edman: “Thinking is the very late 
achievement of an uneasy animal in a precarious and changing en¬ 
vironment”—to interpret the universe by thought is “as if the tail 
should think it had invented the procession of which it is the tail/* 
Pour Ways of Philosophy^ p. 85. 




884 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


dencies in literature and art, and to certain dis¬ 
illusioned or unillusioned policies in politics. Real - 
ism in philosophy has something i n c onunon with 
these trends, but not too much. All realisms agree 
in their interest in objects as they in their 
confiden ce that we'c an see th em as ^ey are,,andjn 

fiieir hostility to every impulse to substitute our 

^ -- --—y . .... ^ 

^^shes or i deal s Iot th e facts , or otherwise to make 
our conscious selves the centre of importance in 
the universe. Idealism in art, for example, insists 
that the essence of the object is its meaning or 
spirit, and that the function of art is to conv^ 


that quality; it may he less particular about ac¬ 
curacy of drawing. Realism insists on faitMglneaB 
of d etail, and rather goes out o f its way to oflFend 
s queamish sen ti ments or p refere nces if it .suspects 
f&^lW^ng Ys_frpm ,the ^-impo^nt u^- 
ne^ of tlm facti^ Likewise in philosophy, realism is 
c hary of all op tiroistic intima cy with the heart 
the world, an d insist s on the necessity of careful , 
minute, unbiassedjand unshr in^g analysis as ^e 
way to get neare st the reality of th in gyA Tf pnta- 
f acts plus renannTi'ntn and Un like tly 

pragmatistic chooser of belief is prepared to find 
t he world, thus examined, v ery f^from what we 
would wish it. -to b^^l 

So far, the various realisms agree; but beyond 
this general harmony in temper, they follow di¬ 


vergent fines. realist in philosophy need not 
necessarily be a follower of tbp politiea nf 
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v elli or Mr. Chamberlain. To avoid confusion ^ 
student woulcTFetter at the outset fo r^t realism 
in art or^odtics while thinking of real|sin.ill 4 )hi- 
losophy.) 

816. This general temper of realism is evidently 
not enough of itself to constitute a philosophic 
type. Letti ng the facta, speak without introding 
ourselves and o ur wish e s upon them is an atti tud e 
we ha ve all had to striv e for (a nd which enipiricis m 
culti vates) ; it is thus a foym of intellec¬ 
tu al virtu e which n o one would willingly adm it 
himself to be without, and to this exten^t eve r yhodfi 
ii somet hing of a 

T here are, o f cou rser diffprpnrpa nf ilegrPA Aris- 
totle, for example, is in this respect more of a re^ 
ist than Plato^ He j? less of a poetj and mor e o f 
an observe r. rests on th e hard nubbles of fac t 
with a cert ain relish whicli^lato lacks; he e njoys 
thi’ quirks of in^vidual tlungs; he likes to stud y 
the various kinds of thi ng in the world a nd to Iparn 
the different sorts of law they o bserv e; h e runs 
les8~quicyj_ to sweep ing generalities which em¬ 
brace the universe; he appreciates secondary prin¬ 
ciples and partial generalizations. In brief, Aris¬ 
totle is a good deal of a scientist as well as a 
philosopher; he lives happily in those border-lands 
! where science and philosophy meet. On this ac¬ 
count he becomes the great divider of the sciriices, 
'writing separate treatises on mechanics, astron- 
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omy, botany, physiology, genetics, psychology, 
ethics, politics, rhetoric, logic, metaphysics. He is 
the outstanding system-maker among the Greeks, 
delighting in significant distinctions and capable 
of leaving himself and ‘the mind’ out of account 
while he is occupied with things. 

S16. But beneath this temperamental contrast 
between Plato and Aristotle is there a difference 
of principle which deserves to be brought into the 
open?^ Such contrasts carry in them at least the 
germs of divergent types of philosoph^^ 

The point of principle may be this: that Aris¬ 
totle takes the uniqueness and difference among 
things as a real and important character of the 
world, whereas for Plato the type-character (or 
‘Idea’) which the many things have in commcm 
as their ideal is the real and important thing about 
them* Aristotle finds himself able to consider things 
in nature for their own sakes, as largely independ¬ 
ent of one another^and as equally independent of 
the observing mind—indeed, it does not occur to 
him to lug the mind into the picture. Things of 
the same genus or class which Plato would describe 
as participating in the same Idea, Aristotle would 
describe as having the same ‘Form’: he thus 
avoids the suggestion that a common' character 
could es^st by itself—the form is real only as it is 
embodied. Forms are, of course, apprehended by 
the mind: but they do not depend on being thought 



REALISM 


887 


for their existence. Their first being is in the 
things; their apprehension by the mind is subse¬ 
quent, As for the mind itself, it is not an all- 
pervasive thing, but one of the many things that 
go to make up the world. And being able to con¬ 
sider the things and the mind independently Aris¬ 
totle feels justified in regarding them as separable 
realities, and calls them all ‘substences.’ 

This trait might become (as it does not in 
Aristotle) the dominating character of a philos¬ 
ophy. We should then have a typical ‘realism.’* 


Realism, we may say, is (1) primarily o tray of 
knemnng, a variant of rationalism ro< ]gHy 
^le as a preferential c o nfidence in the, rea son 
which analyzes and dissects, finds the lines o f 
Heavage among things, finds the units; andjbhis 
way of knowing carries with it (S)"a me taphysical 
b3ie? that the ob ject»'we~^ terve are in verity 
independent of ut, and of ea ch other, essentially 
as theY"~a~pp ear to be . We might summarize its 
p rinciples in th^hrase. W hat seems to be separate 
i$ s eparate! 

Thus, t o fhi» rpylistip. pye. the joints of the 
world are loosened. The effort to des crib e the whole 
o/nthirigs f rom one centre, whether material o r 
i deal or any other, is aband oned as an artifici al 
and unnecessa ry tour de force . All monisms are 
too hasty. We jar e bound to trust reasnii; b”* 


* Realism has a confusing variety of meanings in philosophy. We 
shall stick to one of them. 
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when reason ‘‘seeks unity” (§108), the realistic 
watch-dog in us scents danger,—^the human wish 
for unity is all but certain to falsify the facts. 
Plain observation shows the world not as one thing 
(nor yet as two things,—^though evidently Dualism 
has a realistic motive), but as many things of 
many kinds. And while it is true that a closer 
scientific observation shows these things to be con¬ 
nected in various ways, there is still a radical 
difference between connection and unification. The 
ingredients of the world, each one a substantial 
reality, work together without being derived from 
or fused into one substance. 

S17. Prior to the arrival of modern idealism, 
this simple stage of realism was the prevailing phil¬ 
osophical attitude. It was quite consistent with a 
belief in God, so long as God was not thought of 
as the whole universe, but simply as the most high 
being, from whom we must distinguish the world 
of nature and of men with their myriad separable 
entities. Thus Aristotle thought of God as the 
‘final cause,’ an eternal self-contemplating Reason 
who does not create the world, but toward whom, 
as the essence of goodness, all things in the world 
strive out of indeterminate stuff. 

Thomas Aquinas (1^27—74), the great scholas¬ 
tic systematizer, bringing together Aristotle’s 
metaphysics and Christian theol<^ into a vast 
synthesis, was more consistently realistic. God 
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creates the world; but Gk)d is not the world which 
he has created, nor does he strictly speaking in¬ 
clude the world. Each may be thought of and 
studied for itself without reference to the other. 
The relation between God and the world is not that 
of a ' thmker and his thought; but that of a n 
origina l substance t md^a dgnvatiye , y et separate , 
sul^tence Pi:.ga;a}ip of jiulwtanc^. 

The created things are.J!:eal.-m~the sense that 
they exer cise real powers . They have the ‘efficient 
causality * (of Aristotle’s c lassi fi cation ) * which Js 
capable of bringin g about r egular and therefor e 
reliable con sequence s in. o^er t hings. And living 
things h ave, in add ition, the c apacit y to* t ransmi t 
being t o other things . God did not create and then 
hold in leash, but he authorized his creation to do 
for itself. The majesty of the creator is not shown 
in the feebleness of what he creates, but in its 
strength; hence it is a false piety which would 
detract from the inherent power of created beings 
in order to enhance the glory of God. 

It is true, a ccording tn Thoma s Aquinas, that 
whatever is done in the world is done by God; and 
tST appears at first sight inconsistent with J^ e 
proposition that the appareaLcflusal activity of_ 

R»t Aquinas ipgjiata oi^ both 
statem ents. Everything is done by God; for the 
creatu re co nti nues to depend on the cre ator for 
its very exi8tence,-^if Sod! siioulil cease to main- 
* See above^ pp. 106, 108. 
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what he has created, it would_vanish. God 
co^d not create a being who could do without 
him, even for an instant; f or we re there su ch a 
being~it*w7>ul(ri5e at that instant its own god 
(Sununa Theol. I, 104, i). Henw God, in_mftiB- 


tain ing the be ings that act, maintains the action, 
and in this sense does everything that i^don^ 
The relation between God’s action and that of 


the creature is (imperfectly) analogous to that 
between the driver of the car and the motor of 


the car. The car is driven by its own power, not 
by that of the driver ; yet unless the driver main¬ 
tains the stream of fuel to the engine, the car 
can do nothing. The car moves itself and yet it is 
the man who moves the car. So God maintains 
the condition without which there could be no 


‘things’ and no ‘causes’; under this condition, the 
things exercise the powers which define their being. 
These powers actually belong to the creatures 
rather than to God, for they are marked with the 
distinctive characters of these creature^—different 
objects regularly produce different effects, This 
diversified lawfulness implies that the single power 
of Gk>d is, as it were, vested in and refracted 
through their several and individual agencies 
(Summa Contra Gentiles, III, 69). 

In this way, St. Thomas criticises the Platonic 
tradition which attributes true being only to the 
timeless and changeless Ideas; and for which the 
whole arena of physical and human action is a 
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mere shadow of the real. Even more does he criti¬ 
cise in advance such doctrines as those of Male- 
bjanche* for whom all the apparent activities i?f 
men and things are in reality effected by the 
continuous_opecation of God. And he would evi¬ 
dently have ha d n one of that phenomenalism 
wWcljj. flowing from Berkeley and Humej_ would 
make of the .world an eviscerated of. *ex<- 

gerienc^ devoid of inner substance and energy, 
even if it were added that this system of appear¬ 
ances is sustained by a divine will to produce these 
appearances in us-^What God sustains is not a set 
of images, but a set of beings. And what we per- 
ceive, when we take co gniz anc e o f tlm created 
world, is n ot a proce ssion of id eas or impressions, 
but~tEese very beings, with ^just t hose autonomous 
powers which they have whether we p erceive them 

oZn^S ~ 

It is not true that “to .be is. to_be. perceived”: 
to be (for a created thing) is to have and use 
powers conferred and mamtalned by ^d. The 
bang of creatures is certainly not absolute, since 
it continues to depend on God; but this limitation 
does not reduce it to a dependency upon the ob¬ 
server, even upon God as observer. For it is not 
God’s picture-consciousness which sustains them, 

• Nicolaa Malebranche, 1638-1715, a follower of Descartes who 
attempted to meet the obvious failure of Descartes to explain the 
action of the mind on the body, and of the body on the mind, by 
denying that there is any such action: God continuously intervenes 
to bring about the appropriate response in the body on the oocasion 
of any event in the mind, and vice versa. This school was accord¬ 
ingly called Occasionalist 




392 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


but God’s love. And the greatest of the powers 
which his love confers is the power in turn to 
love and to beget, i. e., to confer, in love, being 
on still another. 

.Lo cJM..al80 (16 32-1704) is a rea list 4jf 
this typ e; ^ot^h the difficulties he „faced ^d 
candidly described, "wEle tr^ng to answer the 
que3i TO, suhstc mcejA ^—^the substance ^diich 

gives the core of reality to these many individual 
} beings, led directly to Berkeley’s idealism. 
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Hh-VP rpvolafinn/ realistic 

resist HHCe li&tujrMIy firs t to ok the form of in sisti ng 
on opposing intuitions . Doctor Johnson’s 

method,—^the foot-sta mpin g episode was simply a 
case of intmtion ver$u$ intuit ion, a perfectij legi^ 
mate wi^ ^ expressing^ la ck of confidence jn 
the adversary’s logic, while waiting for one’s own 
l^ated l ogical artillery c^e up|| 

Thomas Reid (1710-96, founder of the Scot¬ 
tish School) built a system of philosophy about a 
group of such intuitions, which he called “ the 
principles of common sense.”* Chief among them 
is the imme^ate intuition of the reality of an 
external world. They are the clear ancestors of 
those early stated anti-subjective intuitions of 

*»«■■■»III—I■ ' ' ** ' ——* 

Whitehead, a bove m entioned,! to _Ae effect that 
the sm is enclosed in, and surrounded by, ft_FQrld 
which is o n its own basi s wi thout that, self;, an^ 
that this ind ej>en dent stetus of. phyaical. Jiature 
is confirmed by t he meAning-Pf every y.olu ntary 
physical action, for in acting I inte nd to ch ange 
a reality IB^cttid m.Y8elf. To these we may add 
another TO nviction, not precisel y intuitive but be- 
longing to common seiMe,-—Qi^ what is true for 
nie fthdtor^other s hkelme is pre sumably true for 
all of us together, namely that tlm world oTnatfire 
extends beyond the mental reach of the whole 

* Enquiry into £he human mind on the principles of common 
lense^ 1762. 

t Sdence in the Modem World, p. 125 f. 
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conscious family of minds, and will survive our 
disappearance. 

Accor di ng to ideeJism, there could 1]fl.ve been no 
world' be fore min d ap]3eared ; there never w as a 
ti^ when there was not the worfd-mind, and wjjh- 
out tha t mind no thing else could exi st. F or the 
same reas on, nothing^^l ^ py jst w hoUv unknown . 
—no kfay'ji^on^cted fragments of b eing, grad ¬ 
uall y encountered a nd pick^ up b y^he centaa d 
o rganizing focus of history ,—^no undiscovered 
matter or ene rgy eternally existing on its ow g^ 
account) ^ the r ealist se es it, an ob ject can per^^ 
fectly well exist without being known; to an y ob - 
iect, it 18 a pure accident whether it ever becomes 
imow^ And if aU mentality in the ^rld coydd 
be obliteratedl, t here w^d be~many things in the 
world —perhaps mo st things—^lo w hich that event 
wStdd-maKe no manner of differen ce. If there haw 
always been mi nds a live in the world, that is a 
pure matter of fact; in principle it would be q uite 


possible to conceiv e the universe as existing for¬ 
ever with out any m ind to know i^ and with_allj)ie 
men tality n ow alive much of the imiverse may still 
rem ain forever ..unknawn to~any mind. So ^r, 
r^ism would be jn .full accord with naturalism, 
a nd bo th would be_in the agreeable company. 
common sense as against the idea listic p aradox. 


S19. But realism is rationalistic, and recognizes 
that these metaphysical intuitions, if they are to 
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hold their own, must be sustained by logical argu¬ 
ment against the logic of idealism. It must find the 
weak point in idealistic armor, and set up an 
opposing theory of knowledge. This was what 
Thomas Reid essayed to do. He thought he had 
foundjbhe root error of idealism m the the ory o f 
Descartes, *‘that alflhe objects of my knowledg e 
ar^ ideas i n my own mind .” Against this hfi. 
pointed out th at hnordedge reaches beyond ou r 
for kn ow ing is som ething more tha^ hay¬ 
ing ideas and impressions,—^knowing is judging, 
and jud^^g i8~releiTing_an'experience to an 
Tect~beyon3~ohese lf. I hav e, the sensation red light ; 
I judge that there is a fire: the sensation may !:« 
nijr Mearbuf lEe act of .ju dging refe rs thi s idea 
to a non-mental realityil 

This was a good preliminary analysis of the 
subjectivist’^s erro r^ and a good beginning of cure; 
but I jifid was hardly lo gician_enough to carry hw 
theory iliroughi Thus his school stands chiefly as 
a school .of_protgst, waiting for the appearance 
of more sM ful and persistent reasoners. It re¬ 
mained for the gronp known a s neo-r ealistSj wh(»e 
work begins with the opening of the twentieth 
century, a group chiefly of American and British 
thinkers,, to work these be ginn ings out into cft- 
herent form, andJ-0.avQid_tiie pitfalls into which 
naturalism and thejaaiver forms^ of real ism had 
fallen. 
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NEO-REALISM 

220. As compared with traditional realism, con- 
temporary realism has a disadvantage and'aff 
Advantage.! 

The disadvantage is that, having modem ideal¬ 
ism to contend with, it is mainly preoccupied wi th 
polemic . Its chief concern has been negative, that 
of attacking the logic by which idealism has sup¬ 
ported its intuitions, an attempt which, even if 
wholly successful, would .still leave idealism un¬ 
refuted. 

The advantage is that it arose at a time when 
logic was making rapid advances and placing new 
instruments of precise thinking in our hands. 
(Some of the contributors to the newer phases of 
logic, notably Bertrand Russell, have been real¬ 
ists ; while others, notably A. N. Whitehead, began 
with a strong sympathy for realism, later modi¬ 
fied.) Hence there is a s uperfirial a ppearance of 
alliance between^ modern re alism and mniilpm 
logic, * with a corresponding argwmentvm ad hom i- 

* If logic is taken as metaphysics, it is idealism in the nature of 
the case,—^the rational becomes the real; if metaphysics is realistic^ 
logic can only be a non-partisan instrument of precision. 

The reduction of the main issue between idealism and realism to 
one of the status of *intemar and ^external* relations is a deed of 
idealist analysis, especially of F. H. Bradley and Josiah Royce: the 
development of the logic of relations is the work of recent logic. 

S96 
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nem l These new instruments have simply enabled 
neo-realism to give an added clarity to the funda¬ 
mental positions of all realism, namely: 

(1) That the objects of knowledge do not de ¬ 
pend on a n y mind for their existence or character ; 
and 

(2) That the world is many, and not one: it is 
analysis which leads us most surely to reality . 

Aside from the newly stated arguments, the 
chief distinction of the new realism is a new al¬ 
ternative as to the status of objects of knowledge, 
which is derived from Berkeley 'via Hume. If we 
accept the dismissal of material substance, per¬ 
ceptions naturally attach themselves to the per- 
ceiver (Berkeley); but Hume raises the question 
whether they need be attached to anything,— 
whether they may not float unattached! Are they 
not the units of experience? Why do they need 
anything but themselves in order to exist? Neo¬ 
realism, which is as little willing to allow percep¬ 
tions to be embedded in matter as to be claimed 
by mind, seizes on this (rather desperate) alterna¬ 
tive, and christens the unattached perception a 
‘n eutral entitY,’ sinc e it is neither physical nor 
mental. 

We shall consider these positions. 

221. The first proposition: the objects of knowl¬ 
edge do not depend on any mind for their existence 
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Berkeley, having found his perceptions en¬ 
sconced in his mind, assumed that they belonged 
there, and further that they could not belong 
anywhere else. He hardl y argues the case, since to 
him this mutual lock- and-key fitness's^leaps to the 
eyes that it is a “ repugnancy” to suppose that a 
perception could exist out of relation to a per- 
ceiver, A percept is strangely and uniquely fitted 
to be perceived! 

But (asks the realist) does this phrase “fitted 
to be perceived” mean anything? Is there anything 
not fitted to be perceived? The human hand is a 
specific something to which other specific things, 
like jug handles, can be fitted; but perception 
is no such specific thing; it requires no adaptation 
to itself on the part of the object it prehends. 
Nothing surely can be unfitted to be lenorni; for 
knowledge is so hospitable, un-self-intrusive , ‘dia= 
phanou s* as to entertain or consider (either 
through sense or through idea) everything that 
exists and many a thing that does not exist. Hence 
the fact that we know, or think of, or perceive a 
thing implies exactly nothing about its character, 
or its capacity for independent existence. 

Neither Berkeley nor common sense are alto¬ 
gether appeased by this, lea st on nat uralistic 
assumptions there are many t hi ng s, such as light 
waves, not fitted to be perceive d: we do not per - 
yive them : they stir up in u^by way of t he eve- 
nerve-brain machinery, perceptio ns of color and 
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shape . On this score, l ittle if anythi ng m natoe 
as it is in itself is fitted.tQ_be pe rceived; it has 
first to pass through the transformers we term our 
sense-organs, and the mind then makes of the effect 
s omething mi generis, the sens^datt^th is s ense- 
stuff. as the mind’s own version, must be pecu¬ 
liarly “fitted to be perceived.” If we hold to the 
causal theory of perce ption, Berkeley’s position is 
thus strongly sustainedl^ 

HereupraTfr6^\rrealist is forced to a severe 
decision: if he keeps his essential point that we 
perceive things as they are apart from perception, 
he must part company with this scientific account 
of perception, root and branch. He does it reluc¬ 
tantly and half-heartedly* because he likes to be 
on the side of the scientists. But he is forced to the 
conclusion: sense-perception is not an effect, but 
“an act in which the object is given or disclosed” 
(R. B. Perry, Philosophy of the Recent Past, 
p. 199): the object is just this bundle of colored, 
sounding, odorous stuff I open my senses to, and 
just this is not at all “fitted to be perceived,” but 
there in its own right! 

This, he maintains, is what we mean by ‘knowl¬ 
edge.’ If knowing were a process which made, 
transformed, or in any way altered its object, it 
would cease to be knowledge and become illusion: 
it^is the business of knowing to report things as 


• Several, like R. B. Perry and W. P. Montague, try to hold both 
pofitiona,—vain I 
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^ej are. That is, in the order of existence, objects 
first are, and then become known. Knowing is a 
peculiarly transparent relationship: objects hap¬ 
pen into the field of knowledge as snowflakes drift 
through the light from a window, without sig- 
‘ nificant change. The proce^ of knowing is hardly 
• an activity at all I'^e object is simply ‘there,’ and 
we are effortlessly taking note of its presence, We 
attend, we focus our eyes, but we do not ‘construct’ 
what we see; we admit the sense-datu m, accept it 
M now part of our mental history, forever woven 
into memory, whereas it, t he sei^se-datiim . goes its 
way as a part of the living world of physical 
things. Kno wledge is a sor^of tangency between 
a per sonal history and a physical system of evente: 
it is Relationship which acknowledges and enjoys 
but does not claim. 

222. On this view, as on Berkeley’s view, we are 
spared the necessity of believing that the ‘secon¬ 
dary qualities’ of things, their colors, odors, etc., 
exist in the mind, while the real objects possess 
only the ‘primary qualities’ (§146). This un¬ 
gracious divorce of the qualities of nature from 
her quantities Berkeley got rid of by taking both 
primary and secondary qualities into his fabric 
of ‘ideas’; neo-realism gets rid of it by allowing 
both of them independent extra-mental reality. 
The color of the sunset is not due to the eye, nor 
the sound of Niagara to the ear, nor the warmth 
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;,of the fire to the sense-organs of the skin. These 
iqualities are in nature, just as they seem to be. 
We might say that they are in the objects, or 
belong to the objects, but most of the new realists, 
fearing to admit the spectre of ‘substance’ into 
their account of experience,* would prefer to sa y 
that th e o^ect is simply an assemblage of these 
qualities_ 


223. It begins to appear that the realist is try¬ 
ing to walk a rather narrow plank. The fire is 
surely hot; but we find it a little hard to believe 
that it feels hot to itselff in the same way that it 
feels hot to us: the warmth as an experience would 
seem to belong to the mind. Naturalism itself 
would require this interpretation of the feeling of 
warmth; and we note in passing that neo-realism 
having dissociated itself from science is now clear 
of naturalism also. 


*Cf. R. B. Perry, The New Realism, p. lOS. “The principle of 
substance betrays realism into the hands of its enemy.*’ For if we 
say that the extra-mental thing to which Imowledge refers as its 
object is the 'substance* of things, the qualities remain in an un¬ 
certain halfway status between the mind and the external substance, 
in danger of capture by the mind by having confessed their incapacity 
for self-subsistence. 

A dissenting group of realists, the Critical Realists, demonstrated 
that this fear is well-founded; for maintaining the tradition of an 
extra-mental substance, they allow that sense-qualities are subjeo- 
tive appearances. They deviate from neo-realism in the direction of 
Kant’s theory of knowledge. They are thus less typical than the neo¬ 
realists, and we rem^tfuUy omit the discussion of their views. 

t The realist will object to this phrase, and rightly in so far as 
fe^ng implies apperception. But reduce feeling to the 'given*, and I 
think we have what must be meant. Show me in what other way heat 
can exist than (1) molecular vibration in space or (2) feeling, and 1 
will change the phrase. 
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I Allow, then, that the color, the shape, the sound, 
/the warmth exist as qualities in nature, not de- 
j pendent on being perceived by us or by any other 
mind. What now shall we do with dreams, mirages, 
illusions, hallucinations, errors of judgment? Are 
these ‘unreal’ objects also ‘there’ and independent 
of being thought of? And what shall we do with 
objects which we usually regard as objects of 
thought par excellence, namely, mathematical con¬ 
ceptions, numbers, perfect circles, logical rules, 
hypotheses, our tentative and variable ‘ideas’ about 
what natural law is,—^all the abstractions of 
reason, the world of ‘universals’? Common sense 
would say, these at least are mental. 

But if we allow these to be mental, we compro¬ 
mise the independence we have already granted to 
the objects of sense-perception. For these thought- 
objects mingle with them, and are inseparable from 
them. It would be impossible to draw a line be¬ 
tween sense-objects and thought-objects without 
creating another bifurcation, as objectionable as 
that between the primary and the secondary quali¬ 
ties. Neo-realism, therefore, takes the courage of 
its convictions and accepts the unplausible alterna¬ 
tive: all these objects are likewise independent of 
being thought about. 

The truths of logic and of mathematics cer¬ 
tainly remain valid whether any one thinks of them 
or not. If the perfect circles, straight lines and 
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the like together with the eternal truths about them 
do not exist in nature, they may be assigned to 
a realm of their man, a realm of ‘subsutence,’ 
where our thoughts may find them without pre¬ 
tending to create them. 

224. Here neo-realism may claim the support 
not alone of its own logic, but of a notable strand 
of the history of thought which we have not hith¬ 
erto noticed, likewise called ‘realism,’ and hailing 
not from Aristotle but from Plato. For to Plato, 
the ‘ideas,’ as the universal perfect prototypes of 
defective particular things (§111) are real; and 
this reality implies that they have an eternal and 
changeless being, not onl}' in independence of the 
material stuff which takes on their semblance, but 
also (Plato seems to say) in independence of any 
mind which thinks them. Existence in time and 
space is certainly not their way of being; for the 
particular things in time and space are transitory; 
nor yet do they depend on our thinking them, for 
we also come and go: they have a different mode 
of being to which the questions where, when and 
how do not apply, and which can best be indicated 
by a figure such as Plato resorts to when speak¬ 
ing of the ideal city: 

I understand; you speak of that city of which we 
are the founders, and which exists in idea only; for 
I do not think that there is such a one anywhere on 
earth? 



404 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

In heaven, I replied, there is laid up a pattern of 
such a city, and he who desires may behold this, and 
beholding govern himself accordingly.* 

This thought of Plato’s found a strong echo in 
various mediaeval philosophers, impressed by the 
absolute claims of logic upon the human mind. 
There was evidently a realm of universals having 
an order of its own which we neither determine 
nor control, but obediently observe. The gemUt 
including several species, was not alone logically 
‘higher’ than the species, but of a higher degree 
of reality: the species is derived from the genus. 
Then the highest universal. Being, is the most real 
entity in the system, including them all and bind¬ 
ing them all together. To some of these mediaeval 
thinkers, this whole system of ideas, so far as it 
haul being apart from actual things, could only 
be conceived as existing in the mind of God, as his 
eternal thoughts. To others, the highest universal 
is God; or to put it conversely, God is no other 
than the highest of all universals, including in 
itself aill the rest. 

Modern readism is quite free from the theological 
preconceptions of the great scholaistics, and would 
particularly repudiate the notion that the uni¬ 
versalis need the mind of God or amy other mind 
to confer reality upon than. It finds itself more 
immediately at home in the Platonic world of 

• Republic, Book IX, 692. 
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thought, where the ideas ‘subsist’ in their own 
right. 

225. It seems somewhat anomalous to intrude 
into this realm of perfect and eternal order those 
other objects of mental vision,—dream, fancy and 
mistake. Yet they must not be taken into the mind. 
Are not they ‘objective’ in the same sense that 
actual things are? The monster that pursues me 
during a nightmare is not of my intentional fabri¬ 
cation, otherwise I would have an end of him; and 
the scenery of my dream is of such detail as I 
would be at a loss to paint, if I were commissioned 
to do it. It is not my deliberate self who produces 
this concrete environment. Shall we then assume 
another region or regions for these illusory ob¬ 
jects, which arc certainly not ‘eternal’ like the 
circles or numbers; and say of them, with Pro¬ 
fessor Holt, that “unreality is no more subjective 
than reality; for a thing may be objective and yet 
unreal”?* 

To an uninstructed mind a vivid dream may be 
taken, not for a ‘mental’ experience, but for an 
actual excursion into another world. But even 
a savage ordinarily ascribes a mistake to himself; 
and to more sophisticated minds, error and dream 
alike are distinctively ‘my’ ideas. Charles Peirce 
goes so far as to say that it is chiefly through error 


• The New Realism, S67. 
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and ignorance—^which must be ascribed to some¬ 
thing—that one gets an idea of himself in the 
first place. In any case, for common sense and for 
philosophy alike, it would seem that if the word 
‘subjective’ is to mean anything it must apply to 
these private and unsharable visions which mis¬ 
lead my judgments of the ‘objective’ facts. 

But common sense can be no final criterion of 
truth. If neo-realism is to be thorough with the 
view that the objects of mind are not mental, it 
must make up its mind to part company here with 
common sense whose friendship it could claim at 
first with such good effect. From the difficulty 
we have here reached we can infer only, at present, 
that realism needs much ingenuity to make out a 
plausible theory of error.* This brings no dismay 
to the neo-realist: ingenuity is his leading char¬ 
acteristic. For neo-realism is a subtle philosophy. 
It is rather striking that beginning as it does 
in a sturdy alliance with common sense against 
idealistic paradox, it ends by being peculiarly a 
professional development of philosophy, the, most 
unplausible of all modern philosophical inventions. 
It pays the penalty, moreover, of all intricacy in 
philosophy: its members reach vastly divergent 
results, and we cannot follow them into these, as 
yet unfinished, developments. We have traced as 
far as we may the bearings of the first proposition, 

*Tlie fifth and sixth essays in The New Realism by Professor 
Montague and Professor Holt respectively, are devoted to this enquiry. 
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that the objects of knowledge do not depend on 
the mind for their existence. 

226. The second proposition,: The world is 
many and not one; it is analysis which leads us 
most surely to reality. 

The reader will have observed that the argu¬ 
ments of realism under the first proposition affect 
only the subjective form of idealism, There are few 
idealists to-day who would say that “ thing s owe 
t heir existe nce to being known..” Most of them 
would say that “things owe their e;dstence to being 
vnUed^* or that they owe it to their value or mean¬ 
ing; and they would add that the source of the 
existence of natural objects is certainly not the 
will of the finite human knowers. To the objective 
idealist, most human knowing, all ‘empirical’ know¬ 
ing, is receptive rather than productive or creative, 
and he would agree with the contention of realism 
that we know what is beyond ourselves. In so far, 
then, as the realist confines himself to refuting 
the proposition that “things owe their existence to 
being known” he does little damage to idealism. 

But objective idealism requires that the world 
be conceived as a unity; and that this unity, which 
is mental, shall be understood as the original source 
of the many things in the world, not as built up by 
these many things into a compound which is their 
product. If the second proposition of neo-realism 
is true, objective idealism becomes untenable. 
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227. Now a nalysi s in phys ics discovCT S mo le- 
ciJm, atoms, dectr ons; —^these according to toe 
r ealist, and th e common convictio ns of s cienc e, 
come successively doser to real ity. We are newer 
toe truth when we think of a gas ^ com posed 
of separate molecule^han when we th in k of i t as 
a"continuou8 fluid; and still nearer the truth when 
we carry our mental microscope to the last fron¬ 
tier of minute dissection. Likewise in biology oiie 
n^ analyze an organism into cel ls; and in psy¬ 
chology, the mind may be analyzed into sensatij^s 
or minute shocks of experiencje.* Are these units 
also nearer the reality than the whole organism 
or mind taken as a unit? The realist fears that we 
are continually misled by what appears simple 
to our apprehension,—^the fallacy of “pseudo-sim¬ 
plicity” ;t and that the idealist is especially the 
victim of this fallacy when he assumes that the 
self or mind can be taken as an original unity. 

228. Now the idealist has been prone to make 
much of the fact that analysis discovers something 
else beside the elements, namely, their relatioru to 
each other, their types of connection, their modes 
of interaction which we call ‘laws.* These arrange¬ 
ments and laws have a reality of their own; they 
are not nothing. The space in which atoms play is 
not nothing. The attraction or repulsion which one 

* Holt in agreement with Spencer, The New Realism. S51. 

tThe New Realism p. IS 
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atom has for another is an important part of what 
an atom is. Two atoms whose essence it is to at¬ 
tract one another are not two separate things, but 
two members of a single thing. And since every¬ 
thing in the universe is related to everythin g el se, 
the universe is ultimal^y one being . 

To this the realist replies that we must distin* 
guish between tw o typ es of relatior^ip,. There are 
rdations which are an integral part of ^e being 
o f an element : there are others which are so far 

-- rr-m 

accidental that they may come and go without 
making any difference to the element, A molecule 
of gas may be taken away from the other molecules 
and remain .(approximately) the same molecule; 
a cell cannot be taken away from the other cdls 
of an organism and remain the same cell. Its ‘life,’ 
we say, goes out of it. In other words, it is a part 
of the being of a cell to be in an organism: its 
relations to its neighboring cells are called ‘in; 
temal’ relations, because they make up a part 
of what the cell is. The relations of a molecule to a 
molecule, or still better, of a Jarick to a brick, are 
called ‘external’; because it is indifferent to the 
being of the brick whether it is or is not with 
other bricks. The neo-realist does not deny that all 
things in the universe are related—^this is what 
makes them a universe; nor that i^ations are real 
—^he asserts this. But he maintains that many 
relations are purely external,—especially those 
frame-relations which might tie the universe to- 
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\gether, such as the relation between thought and 
jits objects,—so that what we have is a group of 
lindependent entities, i^gjendently related,—an 
^ultimate plura lity of reals. | 

> S29. Tliis being the case, we must understand 
the world from the parts to the whole, not from the 
'whole to the parts and whatever the mhid is, it 
must await the results of analysis to determine 
Whether it can pose as anything original and 
simple or whether it must be regarded as a com¬ 
posite of numerous simple elements. On the face 
of it, the realist is disposed to acce pt the n aturalis- 
tic evidence that mind does not occur until-wn-have 
organisms with nervous sjst^s; and what results 
from sucli an asemblage of non-mental real^is 
presumably itself composite and not simple. 

A satisfactory analysis of the mind must be 
regarded as a piece of unfinished business for neo¬ 
realism.. But the general plan on which its descrip¬ 
tion would proceed has been ske tched jtlong jine s 
s ugges ted by William Jamesl^ 

The elements of mind, whether perceptions or 
sensations or something more elementary, are just 
those ‘neutral entities* which also aggregate them¬ 
selves into physical objects. When they enter into 
causal relations with other such entities they con- 

* In an article, "Does Consciousness Exist ?/* 1904, reprinted in 
Essays in Eadical Empiricism. CJ, E. B. Holt, The Concept of Con* 
sdousness; The New Realism, S72 f. Bertrand Russell, An Analysis 
of Mind. 
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stitute the world of physical nature; when they are 
combined in the order of memory continuity and 
cumulation, they constitute minds. Just as the 
square at a cross-roads belongs to both roads and 
to neither, so these elements become ingredients of 
mind or of nature according to their patterns of 
relatedness. Mind is a mode of relationship among 
contents which are not peculiarly mental. 

So far from supposing that the knower makes 
or qualifies his objects, it is in this view the objects 
which constitute the knower—or such knower as 
there is. For in this view of mind, there is no. .Ego 
aside from_Jthese ‘contents’ and their interplay; 
there is no ‘conscious-ness’ as a distinct entity, in 
the world; there is no distinctive activity which 
is to be called mental* and attributed to a self. 
The mind is a selection from all of the infinitely 
numerous neutral-entities of the world—^a selection 
indicated in some way by the capacity of a nervous 
system to react to its environment—^according to 
a law of world-organization as objective as any 
other law of nature. Dreams, fancies, erroneous 
judgments are no more subjective than the rest: 
they are good neutral stuff, shreds of imagery, 
let us say, which do not happen to connect with 
other neutrals in the order of causation. (And 
where they live when not entering a mental context 
is not yet determined.) 

* Here realist doctors disagree, the English sdiool inclining to 
advocate a specific mental act,—non-intenering observing whereby 
object-stuff is admitted to relation with memory. 



412 TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 

The mind itself, being a relatively unstable and 
transient union of elements which are relatively 
permanent is thus secondary, derived, composite, 
—eminently unfit to serve as creative principle of 
the universe. 

S30. The realist critique is directed much 
against monism as against idealism: its pluralism 
has no room for an absolute one; it continues the 
campaign of William James against the Absolute 
(§§201 to 212 above) but with certain emphases 
of its own. The unity of the world is in one respect 
meaningless; in another respect immoral. 

It is meaningless: for whatever can be said of 
all things can logically make no difference to any¬ 
thing. Mind as we find it in the world is in con¬ 
trast to things that are non-mental, and gets its 
distinctive meaning by tliis contrast. When we try 
to make mind the substance of everytliing, we lose 
this contrast, and therefore the significance of the 
proposition. The reference of everything to ‘mind’ 
becomes in the end tedious and unprofitable; the 
more so since we can never be quite sure what an 
absolute and all-inclusive mind would be like. 

It is immoral: since it must assume that in the 
absolute mind good and evil, which are present in 
the world on equal terms, are reconciled or made 
consistent with each other. If the absolute mind is 
held to be aU-good, then the evil of the world must 
be an illusory appearance which vanishes from the 
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absolute poiut of view,—^and from ours, in pro¬ 
portion as we succeed in attaining that outlook. 
This to the realist is an encouragement to indiffer¬ 
ence and moral laxity; an apology for the abomi¬ 
nable. ‘‘There is always one remaining philos¬ 
ophy,” says Spaulding,, “that allows evil to stand 
at its full face value, and that finds all methods 
of arguing it out of existence to be invalid. . . . 
Evil is evil, and it cannot be transformed or argued 
out of existence.” It lies in the nature of the Whole 
that it cannot be partial to any side; but the moral 
life is a partisanship and a combat. 

So much for the realist position, or let me say, 
a position taken as typical of the new realism. 
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REALISM EXAMINED 

231. Realism is a system of thought which 
presents itself to us with the strange but candid 
admission that it is incapable of being tested. It 
necessarily accepts the fact that in the nature of 
the case no object independent of thought can be 
found or thought of. It can only urge us not to 
build hasty inferences on what may after all be a 
mere incident of our ego-centric mode of knowing. 

It does indeed propose to analyze the process 
of perception, and professes to find that the object 
perceived is independent of the perceiver, meaning 
thereby not ^out of relation’ to the perceiver but 
out of any relation which would imply dependence 
on the perceiver for existence,* such as being then 
and there caused or created by the perceiver. And 
the realist is undoubtedly right when he reports 
that we do not find ourselves in perception creating 
our own objects. But this does not prove what he 
needs. For (in order to be sure that there is not 
some kind of dependence he hasn’t thought of) he 
would have to show that the perceived object is 
capable of existing apart from the mind. And this 

• The New Realism, 117. 
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he could only do by a physical or mental experi¬ 
ment, such as trying whether we can conceive 
objects as existing apart from all thought, an 
experiment manifestly incapable of execution, 
though foolishly countenanced by no less a thinker 
than David Hume! Analysis cannot show that the 
object is independent of (or externally related to) 
the knower:* it can only indicate that dependence 
is, in its judgment, not as yet made out. 

What positive grounds, then, does realism ofifer 
us? Essentially but two: those intuitions of com¬ 
mon sense to which, it is alleged, idealism does not 
do justice; and the possibility of making a con 
sistent theory of the world on other than idealist 
assumptions. 

232. These grounds are pertinent, so far as they 
can be established. As to the second, I shall under¬ 
take to show that it lends no support to realism in 
any present form, inasmuch as no consistent real¬ 
istic system is yet forthcoming. The first ground 
is more substantial. We thus have the interesting 
situation that a type of philosophy which prides 
itself particularly on its rationality is chiefly 
recommended by intuitions,—^the intuitions which 
determine its revolt against idealism. (§192.) 

• As collateral evidence for this proposition, note that such springs 
of realism as we find in Brentano, Meinong, Husserl rest the ind^ 
pendence of the object on an ‘intention’ of the mind; while Alex¬ 
ander bases it on a ‘conviction.’ Santayana on animal faith, etc., 
and most American realists are satisfied with the absence of a proof 
of dependence. 
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To my mind the most important element in neo¬ 
realism is what we might call its philosophical 
atavism, that is, its reversion to naive views of the 
world of objects, in order to see what can be made 
of a re-shuffle of racial intuitions. Try the assump¬ 
tion that objects exist when we are not looking, 
just as we see them. Try the assumption that there 
is no bifurcation in nature. Try the assumption 
that mind is in a greater world, and not the world 
in any mind. Try thinking of the world as a lot of 
independent reals. Allow, with Perry, that “the 
human mind is instinctively and habitually real¬ 
istic, so that realism does not so much need to be 
proved as to be defended against criticism,”*—a 
most fortunate thing, if true, for a system which 
can offer no proof. Take these as your postulates 
and see what you can make of them. This is the 
essence of neo-reaJism, an invigorating experiment 
in re-interpreting experience. 

283. Of course, these intuitions, like all other 
intuitions, need themselves to be interpreted. We 
ought not let pass without scrutiny the general 
impression just noted that the instinct of the 
human mind is clearly realistic:—^we recall that 
Berkeley thought he was speaking for the common 
man against the philosophers! What does the in¬ 
tuition of common sense say about independent 
objects? 


• Philosophy of the Recent Past, 201. 
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Chiefly this, I think: that I can shift objects 
without substantially altering myself, and that the 
objects can shift observers without themselves be¬ 
ing altered. When I am attending to a brick wall 
or a tree, I am not expressly attending to myself; 
hence when my attention flits from the brick wall 
to the tree, I am not observing any change in my 
‘self,’— self being a constant m the flux of sense- 
objects, something I carry around with me. Like¬ 
wise when I cease attending to the brick wall and 
another observer takes my place, he sees what I 
saw; the brick wdU being a constant in the flux of 
observers. Thus the observers and the objects are 
relatively independent. But there are two things 
common sense does not say. It does not report 
that when I attend to myself I have no physical 
object at all in the field,—for this is not true: 
I can dispense with any particular physical object 
and still be myself, but not with aU of them, not 
with ‘nature.’ Nor does it report that the physical 
object which can dispense with my mind or yours 
can dispense with all minds, and still be itself; 
on this point, which is the point at issue, common 
sense has nothing to say. 

But there is one intuition which does bear on 
this point. It is mentioned by Professor Whitehead 
as an additional reason against subjectivism. “I 
do not understand,” he says,* “how a common 
world of thought can be established in the absence 

* Sdenoe and the Modern World, 120 (1st ed.)« 
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of a common world of sense.” This common world 
of thought he assumes we have; for do we not con¬ 
verse? But why not appeal at once to the intuition 
that our world of sense is a common world? For 
surely we all take this for granted. The same 
brick wall may be seen by a multitude of observers, 
not alone successively, but at the same time. I do 
not so much as need to see these other observers 
to know that the wall is thus sharable. How do I 
know this? It goes with what I mean by the ‘ob¬ 
jectivity’ of the wall: it is not subjectively mine, 
because it is in the nature of the thing to be ob- 
servable-by-many. If this is common sense—^and 
I believe it is—^then common sense does say with 
realism that in knowing I reach beyond myself,— 
the object is independent of me; but it also says 
that in getting beyond myself I get into a world 
in which mind other than my own has an estab¬ 
lished concern,—^and this is no longer distinctively 
realism. Objective idealism comes nearer to com¬ 
mon sense at this point.* 

• It remains logically possible that the object is capable^of belong- 
ng to many minds because it first belongs to itself alone; that is the 
doctrine of realism. But the intuitions of common sense cannot be 
appealed to as favoring this view. For what we have on the surface 
of experience as we spontaneously take it are two aspects of the ob¬ 
jectivity of the wall, either of which can be inferred from the other. 
Assume that the object is independent, belonging to itself alone (or 
to nature apart f/om all minds), and it follows that it will be open 
to all observers on the same terms, if it is open to any. Assume, on 
the other hand, that the object is primarily a common term in many 
minds and it will follow that it must appear relatively independent 
of any of them, as the hub of a wheel in rapid motion seems to ex¬ 
ist in independence of its spokes though it may be cast in one piece 
with them. As between Ithese alternatives, common sense does not 
trouble to decide; though the realist has still to make out that any 
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If then we appeal to intuition alone to decide 
this issue, it would give no unequivocal verdict for 
realism. But we are committed at present to enter¬ 
taining the realistic alternative, and to considering 
it, not on its intuitive, but on its logical merits. 


^34. Is the realistic analysis of perception 
valid? 

Is knowing an inactive relation, in which an 
independent object is simply disclosed? I cannot 
agree that it is. Knowing is too evidently active. 
(§165 above.) 

“I open my eyes, and the world is there; this is 
knowing! No activity on my part except the mus¬ 
cular effort of opening the eyes.” The whole fal¬ 
lacy of realism is comprised in these plausible 
words. They contain one item of truth: the activity 
of knowing is not a muscular effort, and they who 
can conceive no other kind of effort will never 6nd 
it. It is an effort of judging. Nothing is known 
unless it is judged; experiencing is getting answers 

one knows by intuition or otherwise what is meant by an unper¬ 
ceived physical object in the full glory of its secondary qualities. 

And there is still a third alternative, to which 1, for my part* 
subscribe. Namely, that no empirical knower, ami no group of em¬ 
pirical knowers, can supply all the newssary conditions for the pr^ 
ence of any physical object in experience: the object being, in its 
substance, ‘given’ to all such knowers. But it is not given by a 
physical world: it is given by an active will, which intends to com¬ 
municate that experience. On this view, the object has a certain be¬ 
ing in independence of all mere observers, yet its being is not a deed 
and absolute fact which somehow bursts into a mysterio^ relation 
of being known. This view seems to me the only one fully just to our 
native intuitions. All empirical knowers know ijrailistically, as 
knowing beyond themselves; but they know nothing independent of 
all mind. Nor is there any such thing. 
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to questions which the mind is putting to the 
world; if there is no questioning activity, there is 
no knowledge. It is not sufficient to open the eyes, 
even to see what is there, as any one who has looked 
long for something ‘in plain sight’ ought to know; 
as all the failures of ‘eye-witnesses’ to see what 
happens before their noses amply testify. For a 
totally unquestioning mind, the brick wall itself 
may not be there; for the completely “absent- 
minded” person, the wall begins to exist only when 
he begins to ask why he can get no farther along 
that line,—“O yes, a brick wall!” A man knows 
I as much as he judges; he judges as much as he 
! questions, and no more. Knowing is acting. 

It is this activity which gives me both truth 
' and error. Colors and shapes, as simply present 
facts, say nothing, and therefore cannot possibly 
be erroneous or illusory. And I can never be wrong 
if I confine my judging to noting, this color or 
shape is present to me. But if a spider on a window- 
pane is taken to be a mile away and I seem to 
see a monster in the sky, there is an error; the 
error lies in my active contribution to what is 
there. I can be in error only if I act and because 
of my own act; the erroneous contents of my judg¬ 
ment ai;e of my private fabrication. And I am 
equally acting if I truly judge the object to be 
on the windowpane two feet away, and a spider. 
Knowing is never mere transparency: it is alwa3rB 
doing something. 
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But does this activity change the object? And 
if so, is it not, as the realist charges, false to the 
meaning of knowing? 

There is confusion in this question. Suppose 
sense-qualities are subjective, in the sense that the 
brick wall is not red until some one opens his eyes 
to see it: then is my knowledge falsified if I ob¬ 
serve, “Here is a brick wall, I must change my 
course”? Not at all. I am at that moment asking 
no question about the conditions which make the 
object before me seem red; I am not judging that 
point, and therefore not misjudging it! No matter 
to what extent the mind may be implicated in the 
nature of what it perceives, there is no falsification 
so long as my questions are confined to such as 
these: “What color is this, vermilion or orange? 
How far to the top of the hiU? What shall I do 
about it?”,—questions of the relations within ex¬ 
perience. Evidently, the question “What color has 
the foliage when there is no eye to see it?” is not 
one which the ordinary business of living raises, 
and which that business never answers, whether 
right or wrong. There can be no falsification where 
there is no answer to a question that is not raised! 

But if I do, as a metaphysician, raise the ques¬ 
tion, What are the conditions under which I per¬ 
ceive a red color? then there is indeed a chance for 
error. The realist, who believes that analysis leads 
toward truth, might be expected to follow the an¬ 
alysis of physiological science, which leads straight 
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to the conclusion that there is no red color at all 
in the world until there is an eye and a mind. If, 
in order to keep the red in the object, he rejects 
the whole causal theory of perception (as he 
must), he would seem to reject the method of 
analysis at the same time. He is then at liberty 
to say “I see a red color when there is a red color; 
there are no other conditions.” But having thus 
parted company with science as well as with philos¬ 
ophy, he cannot complain if some one else regards 
the question as significant, and answers that the 
mind is one factor in the appearance which nature 
presents,—an answer in wliich judgment, and 
therefore knowledge, remains intact. 

285. We have just now declined to allow the 
re^ktic theory of error, on the ground that the 
erroneous contents of my judgment are demon¬ 
strably my own private production (§207).* We 
must also decline to admit that the ‘universals’ 
can either exist (as embodied in a world of physi¬ 
cal laws and classes) or subsist (in an eternal 
realm of their own) in abstraction from every 
thinker. 

The reasons for this are twofold: First (an 
elementary consideration; but since it is the con¬ 
sideration, we can’t avoid mentioning it), a uni¬ 
versal must be thought for the same reason as that 

* Holt and others would say “private selection'* from the realm of 
universals or essences. The following argument deals with this mode 
of interpretation. 
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a purpose must be purposed^ or roughly for the 
same reason as that a frown must be frowned. The 
frown without the face will be allowed to be an 
abstraction; and an abstraction is an object which 
ceases to be viable by itself when we cease thinking 
about it. 

Second, if we allow any imiversals an independ¬ 
ent existence, we must allow them all: and there 
are too many of them! Every conceivable idea 
must subsist in that realm; every shade of mean¬ 
ing being flanked by the next barely distinguish¬ 
able shade, till as we consider it the whole mass 
fuses into a homogeneous plenum. With such a 
world of ideas our thought can do nothing.* It re¬ 
sembles a storehouse stuffed so full that no access 
can be had to anything; or better, a library of 
music containing all possible compositions written 
and unwritten, every combination of tones that 
can be made on any instrument, the very notion 
of a composition—which implies the rejection of 
innumerable possibilities—destroyed, an infinite 
resource rendered useless and meaningless by its 
unselective totality. Such an independent realm of 
universals or ‘essences’ appears to me, with all re¬ 
spect, as a piece of modern mythology without 
Plato’s excuse, a striking instance of the extreme 

* This pseudo-realm would incK de well-ordered series, like the 
series of real numbers, which while infinite have a known and usable 
law. But it must include, beside such series, all possible variations 
upon all possible objects from all possible points of view, that is, 
in all respects about which quptions might be asked. But there is 
no such manifold as “all possible respects”; and such respects as 
there are imply the questioners. 
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fancifulness which marks the irony of the realist’s 
resolve to be supremely matter-of-fact. 

William James objected to the absolute mind 
that it contained too much, since it must be aware 
of every actual detail of the world, and why it is 
so and not otherwise, an endless “superfoetation 
of useless information.”* If this be said of a mind, 
whose nature is selection, and which has only the 
actual world to consider, what shall we say of the 
realist’s substitute for the absolute mind, the 
realm of eternal essences, which omits nothing? 


236. Is (malysis the way to reach reality? 

The ultimate units which analysis finds are cer¬ 
tainly not unreal. The realist is quite right in 
pointing out the absurdity of supposing that the 
more we think our way into the structure of 
things, the farther we get from final truth. The 
ultimate atoms, if we ever get to them, are un¬ 
doubtedly things to reckon with! The question is, 
Are they self-suflScient and final? 

If they were independent, self-existent beings, 
are we to accept with ‘natural pity’ the fact that 
there are so many of a kind, struck, so to speak, 
out of the same mould, and ask no further ques- 

• “Along with what everything is it must also be conscious of 
everything which it is not.. •. Furthermore, if it be a fact that cer¬ 
tain ideas are silly, the absolute has to have already thought the silly 
ideas to establish them in silliness. The rubbish in its mind would 
thus appear easily to outweigh in amount the more desirable mate¬ 
rial. One would expect it fairly to burst with such obesity, plethora, 
and superfoetation of useless information.*’ A Pluralistic Universe, 
127 f. 
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tions as to origin? The neo-realists have done lit¬ 
tle, so far, in cosmology; but what they have done 
takes the inevitable direction of referring these 
multitudes of minute beings to some relatively 
simple generating process or auspices, like the 
primitive space-time of Professor Alexander.* 

237. Realism is justified in rebelling against 
the notion that all relations are ‘internal.’ There 
are external relations, such as make no significant 
differences to their terms. As we have pointed out, 
all motion and exchange and substitution in the 
world are based on external relationships. 

But with every external relation, there is an 
internal relation. It is nothing to the brick that it 
lies beside or above another brick. But it is some* 
thing to the brick that it is in space: and there¬ 
with has the possibility of being beside or above 
another brick. And this spatial character, insep¬ 
arable from the being of each brick, relates them 
internally. The external relation is a specifica¬ 
tion of an internal relation. These internal re¬ 
lations are inescapable, and unify the world. 

238. If analysis is the way to reality, it must, 
in theory, lead us at last to objects ulti mately sim- 
ple and unanalyzabje- And when we analyM the 
same'tliing in different wt^ys, we should reach the 
samh' liltimate units. The mind, for example, be- 


• Space, Time and Deity. 
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ing regarded as a combination of the same ele¬ 
ments as those which make up physical nature— 
the neutral entities—should reveal to analysis the 
same irreducible simples as are found by physics. 
Does it? 

The ultimate simple for the mind must be some¬ 
thing in the nature of sensation, a spot of color, 
a nervous shock. But these, if physics is right, are 
the outcome of processes highly complex. And a 
complex cause, we are told, cannot produce an ab¬ 
solutely simple effect. Shall we then revise our 
view that the spot of color is simple? Or shall we 
say that the simples of mental analysis are not the 
same as the simples of physical analysis? 

Either alternative is embarrassing for realism; 
but in any case the second is inevitable. It is quite 
impossible to regard the ultimate units of physi¬ 
cal analysis, say electrons, as in any sense ele¬ 
ments of mentality. Thus, the view that the mind 
is a cross section of the world-collection of simple 
neutrals is hopelessly inconsistent with the doc- 
trine of analysis as the revealer of reality.* 

239. Under these circumstances, it might be ad¬ 
visable to abandon this conception of the mind. 
For, except Mr. Russell’s, it is probably the most 
skeletal and eviscerated formula of human nature 
that has yet been put forward. And it has the ad- 

♦ Professor J. W. Miller, of William and Mary College, in view of 
this difficulty has devised a theory in which mental simples are super¬ 
imposed on physical complexes. 
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ditional disadvantage of being inconsistent with 
another fundamental principle of realism. 

For tlie degree of independence which exists 
between thought and its objects is best brought 
into evidence when we note, as above (§206), that 
the same self may have different objects and the 
same object different observers. That is, the self 
is something which remains substantially the same 
while the objects change. But if the self were a 
collection of objects, it would necessarily change 
as the objects changed. It could have no perma¬ 
nence except the relative permanence of the more 
persistent groups of independent objects, such as 
(for realism) the objects of memory and body- 
sensation. The only possibility of setting those ob¬ 
jects free from mind is to recognize in the mind 
another sort of thing, such as the activities we 
were speaking of. 

240. But it is also necessary to modify our trust 
in analysis. For there are objects in the world 
which are both simple and complex^ simple from 
one point of view, complex from others. The spot 
of color may well be such an object. The mind 
itself is another. With such objects, analysis will ' 
give us part of the truth, but runs the danger of 
leaving out of account another part equally im¬ 
portant. The false assumption in the theory of . 
analysis is that simplicity is to be found in one i 
direction onlyy the direction of the microscope. ^ 
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The simplicities of the world are presumably bi¬ 
polar. It remains possible therefore that the entire 
universe, with many varieties of external relation 
among its parts, much loose play and independ¬ 
ence, has also its ultimate unity and simplicity. 

241. Is it true that the unity of aU things, if 
there were such a unity, would be an indifferent 
and meaningless fact? And, in particular, that the 
idealistic disposal of evil is immoral? 

The realist is right in pointing out that no con¬ 
crete problem is solved merely by the assertion 
that all is one in the Absolute. But it is a fair 
question, whether any one can avoid the acknowl- 
^edgment of such unity; and whether it is not in¬ 
volved in realism itself. For the univerSals of the 
world, whether they form an independent realm, 
or whether they exist only as in the facts and as 
thought of, are at any rate a system, not a loose- 
strewn chaos. The genera do include the species; 
and there is a highest genus which includes them 
all. This highest universal may be lacking in dif¬ 
ferential connotation; but it cannot be meaning¬ 
less, for it means whatever is included within it, 
namely, the universe. 

This was the conclusion drawn by the great 
Platonic realists following Plato, such as Plotinus 
and Scotus Erigena, in the line of ancestry of neo¬ 
realism on one side of the house. From their real¬ 
ism of universals, they deduced a type of monism. 
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which as we shall shortly see is called mysticism. 
These thinkers are of the same view with the neo¬ 
realists in their antipathy to such propositions as 
All is mind; not because they wish to escape unity, 
but because they distrust hasty descriptives. The 
modern realist, when he i ^ consistent with his own 
premises, will discover himself, if I am not mis¬ 
taken, as a mystic in disguise. For the unity which 
logic requires in the realm of ideas is for him a 
metaphysical unity also. 

242. The elliical difficulty remains. No doubt 
it is this question of the relation of good and evil 
in the world which chiefly leads the realist to dis¬ 
trust all philosophies referring to the Absolute 
or the One. 

Realism accepts good and evil as distinct and 
opposing qualities, externally related to each 
other. Evil is evil and good is good. Good is to be 
made in the world, a human enterprise to be car¬ 
ried on by human effort and instruments. Evil is 
to be eradicated, not excused; and this battle is 
also a human responsibility. The method is scien¬ 
tific analysis, not prayer. The ethics of realism, 
so far as it has a distinctive ethics, is humanism. 

Now no one can doubt that evil is evil. Noth¬ 
ing can be gained by calling evil illusory; for an 
illusion of evil is an evil illusion. The only ques¬ 
tion is whether evil is evil and nothing else, in¬ 
curably external to all goodness; or whether it 
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can also be something else, or a member of some¬ 
thing else, and as such member change its charac¬ 
ter. Many evils we know to be thus transmuted by 
the whole to which they belong. Danger, for in¬ 
stance, when an ingredient of adventure becomes 
a source of pleasurable excitement. A fright or a 
faux pas, when looked back on in memory, may 
be an occasion for laughter rather than pain. 
Transmutation is a fact of experience, not a the¬ 
ory; a fact which it would be absurd to call im¬ 
moral. 

Good and evil as objects of experience are the 
least independent of all objects; for they most 
sensitively change with every change in the ex- 
periencer. And since the experiencer is always 
changing with time, these qualities never stay pre¬ 
cisely what they were. The chains are removed 
from Socrates’ ankles; and as he rubs his shins he 
wonders whether there is any pleasure so great 
as the pleasure of relief. But a pain which one 
would willingly accept as the price of pleasure is 
no pure evil; it is evil and something else. “Call no 
man unhappy”—we might reverse the saying of 
Solon,—^“until he is dead,” i. e., until you know 
the end of his story. 

But suppose you know the end of his story. And 
suppose the story closes, as many stories do close, 
on a retrospect and a present experience of mis¬ 
ery or humiliation or injustice unrdieved. Sup¬ 
pose there is no further experience to transmute 
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this evil. Then you have pure evil and nothing 
else. Thus the realist may point out that the trans- 
mxAahility of evil is of no use in acquitting the 
universe, if it is not in fact tra/nsmuted. 

However, we may reflect that, on realistic 
grounds, one moment o'* time is not another. 
Analysis shows that the}' are separate. The past 
is past. If the quality of the present is externally 
related to the quality of the past moment, the 
death of any sufferer closes his account. His suf¬ 
ferings are over; and the past evil no longer exists 
as a debit against the universe. Wait until all the 
sufferers die, and tlie universe will have cured its 
own evil! 

Murderer’s logic, we say. The realist rejects it 
explicity. It is he who has been holding this un¬ 
transmuted evil up against the Absolute, as a 
moral debit, an evidence of the futility of the One. 
Thereby he is himself assuming a responsibility 
for past evil; he is accepting the past as a living 
part of the present. He is rejecting the atomic 
view of time, and making its parts into a moral 
continuity: the unity of his own mind is doing a 
work which he reproaches the Absolute for not 
doing. But in so doing he admits that the case of 
the untransrauted evils is a hopeless case only if 
there is no absolute mind^ to create a moral con¬ 
tinuity beyond the reach of human loyalty, and 
to ensure that the apparent end of the story is not 
final. It is only on realistic or naturalistic grounds 
that any such evil must remain untransmuted. 
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This being the case, one could hardly say that the 
mental unity of the whole of history and of the 
world would be an insignificant fact if it were true, 
and certainly not an immoral fact.* 

243. So the argument stands at present. I 
cannot reach the judgment that neo-realism has 
as yet supplied a consistent system of metaphys¬ 
ics. I do not believe that a consistent system can 
be built on the uncorrected principles of analysis, 
external relations, and the independence of ob¬ 
ject from subject. 

Nevertheless, realism has performed a great ser¬ 
vice to philosophy. It has destroyed over-ease and 
over-simplicity in the idealistic outlook. It has pro¬ 
posed a variety of new alternatives. It has made 
emphatic the reach of knowledge beyond the self. 
It has called due attention to the actual com¬ 
plexity of the world, the prevalence of external 
relations, the futility of reiterating the reference 
of things to Mind without the heavy logical labor 
of showing hem they are related thereto, and what 
difference it makes. It has broken up the indolent 
habit of solving philosophical problems by a uni¬ 
form method, encouraging thinkers to take them 
individually and for their own sakes, as if the 
world had its local habits and a freedom of play 
between province and province. 

* This argument is given a more adequate statement in' Journal of 
Religion, Nov., 192S, 582-589. 



REALISM EXAMINED 


488 


And no doubt there will be a transiSguration of 
naturalism as one of its results. In attempting to 
take the world out of the mind, the realist will 
succeed in reading part of the mind into the world, 
its qualities and its universals. He fights idealism, 
as we have seen, in part with idealistic weapons: 
he accepts the dismissal of material substance. 
The world composed of his ‘neutral entities’ can¬ 
not persist in its neutrality; it bears on its face a 
pertinence to experience; it is alive with the stuff 
that thought is made of. 

The weakness of the realistic way of knowing 
is this: that in his preferential trust in analysis, 
the realist forgets that the human organ of knowl¬ 
edge is bi-focal, as befits a world in which the com¬ 
plex may be also simple. He has the right focus 
for the one, but not for the other. If there are 
characters of the universe which are hidden from 
the wise and prudent and revealed unto babes, the 
realist will not find them. The other focus is that 
of the mystic. 
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All that is not One riiust ever 
Suffer with the wound of Absence. 

—Jelalu’d Din. 

This, therefore, is the life of the Gods, and of divine and 
h^py men, a liberation from all terrene concerns, and a 
flight of the alone to the Alone.— Plotinus. 

244. The realist in us looks at things with 
analytical eyes: ‘‘As you believe in reason,” he 
admonishes us, “you must believe in the results of 
reason,—^the atoms or other plural elements of 
the world are its realities, they are independent 
of each other and of the knowers.” The idealist, 
he believes, is too much of a monist; and he is such 
because he allows too little finality to the findings 
of analytical intelligence. 

But the idealist has another critic within us 
who declares on the contrary that he, the idealist, 
analyzes too viucJi! For he still distinguishes be¬ 
tween himself and his objects, between himself and 
other selves, between the Great Self and all the 
finite selves of the universe. It is true, he is a 
monist; he believes that all the finite selves, and 
nature also, depend on the Great Self: but the 
finite selves are free, and value their independent 
separateness of being and action; and nature is a 
common object, distinct from all of them. Per- 

437 
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haps the idealist is not monistic enough; and for 
the reason that he relies too exclusively on reason 
for the last word in his relationship with reality. 

For we know that the kind of knowledge v e call 
‘‘objective” is in some respect imperfect: there is 
something arm’s-length about it. The objective 
knowledge of charity “cases” may be entirely ac¬ 
curate without being entirely important: it may 
miss the heart of the matter. “Scientific manage- 
meht” will not make a man a good manager of 
men. Even intuition, which perceives the whole 
unique being of its living object with sympathetic 
intelligence, may still hold the object as some¬ 
thing different from the one who knows it. Ideal- 
isixi —even witli the intuitions which lead to it— 
leaves us unsatisfied, suffering “with the wound 
of Absence.” There is, so to speak, another stage 
of intuition, in which the sense of other-ness drops 
away and the knower realizes that he is identical 
with the inner being of his object. At least, such 
is the view' of our final type of philosophy, mys¬ 
ticism, which, in contrast with realism, teaches the 
absolute unity of reality. If reality is one, we can 
only know it truly wdien we merge wuth it; that is, 
wlien Knowing, in the ‘objective’ sense of Know¬ 
ing something not myself, ceases. 

“To see and to have seen that vision is reason no 
longer. It is more than reason, before reason, and 
after reason, as also is the vision which is seen. And 
perhaps we should not here speak of sight: for that 
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Ti^hich is seen—if we must needs speak of seer and 
seen as two and not one—is not discerned by the 
seer, nor perceived by him as a second thing, , , . 
Therefore this vision is hard to tell of: for how can 
a man describe as other than himself that which, 
when he discerned it, seemed not other, but one with 
himself indeed?”* 

Realism separates object and knower; ideal¬ 
ism holds that all objects belong to some knower; 
mysticism holds that the objects and the knowers 
belong to each other,—they are the same reality, 
they are one. 

245. On account of its common uses, the name 
‘mysticism’ is more misleading than any other of 
our type-names. As a form of philosophy, mys¬ 
ticism is not to be associated with occultism or 
superstition, nor with psj^chical research, nor with 
an application of the fourth dimension to psychol¬ 
ogy, nor with a cult of vagueness, nor with a spe¬ 
cial love of the mysterious for its owm sake. 

Mysticism does indeed assert that after our 
best intellectual efforts there remains an element 
of mystery in rcalitj^; in this respect, mysticism is 
more allied to scepticism or agnosticism than to 
credulity. But the mystic, in the history of phi¬ 
losophy, is the initiate^ one who has attained a di¬ 
rect vision of reality, a vision which he is unable 
to describe. Like the initiate in the old Greek mys¬ 
teries, after the sacred drama has been shown to 

♦ PlotiDiw, Enneads, VI, 9, §10. 
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him as a pictorial symbol of metaphysical truth, 
the mystic is silent not because he does not know, 
but because he cannot explain. (The word mys¬ 
ticism is related to the word “mum,”—^the condi¬ 
tion of one who knows but must not or cannot 
speak.) 

We recognize his “way of knowing” here as 
that of the intuitionist, carried as we suggest to a 
further stage.* But in spite of the difficulty he 
finds in expressing his belief or his vision of real¬ 
ity, he seldom accepts the rule of complete silence 
which this situation would seem to require. Lao 
'Pee, the Chinese mj^stic (6th cent. B. C.?), draws 
this conclusion: 

One who knows does not talk. ^ 

One who talks does not know. 

Therefore the sage keeps his mouth shut and his 
sense-gates closed. . . . 

The holy man abides by non-assertion in his af¬ 
fairs and conveys by silence his instruction. . . . 

To be taciturn is the natural way.f 

Nevertheless, Lao Tze was persuaded to record liis 
thoughts in a brief book, the famous Tao Teh 
King; and mystics have been unremitting in their 
efforts to express the inexpressible. The results 
are, as consistency would lead us to expect, enig¬ 
matic or paradoxical. Mystics frequently abound 

in the language of symbol or allegory to express 
o 

* Mysticism is, of course, in any case not the same as intuition- 
ism; b^use it is more than a way of knowing: it is a definite meta¬ 
physical doctrine, and an ethics or way of life. 

t Tao Teh King (Carus’s translation), §§ 56, S, 23. 
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what cannot be defined in strict conceptual form: 
so William Blake, Dante, Jacob Boehme (German 
mystic, 1576—1624), Dionysius the Areopagite 
(pseudonym of an unknown writer of about 600 
A. D.)* The immortality of many of these writ¬ 
ings, as the Enneads of Plotinus or the cryptic 
Tao Teh King itself (new essays at translating 
this work into English are now appearing almost 
yearly) indicate that the mystic is not wrong in 
making these efforts. For in terras of our more 
mechanically conceived ideas, there no doubt is an 
element of paradox in experience; and the para¬ 
doxical statement, required to tell the truth about 
it, means something to the person who has himself 
observed it: the mystic can understand the mys¬ 
tic,—and, if I am right, there is an element of 
mysticism in all of us. And further, he can at least 
tell us what reality is not, as an indirect way of 
indicating what it is, thus: 

^‘The Reason that can be reasoned is not the eter¬ 
nal Reason. The name that can be named is not the 
eternal Name. The Unnamable is of heaven and earth 
the beginning. . . • 

‘‘Thirty spokes unite in one axle; and on that 
which is non-existent—^the hole in the axle—depends 
the wheel’s utility. Clay is moulded into a vessel; and 
on that which is non-existent—its hollowness—de¬ 
pends the vessel’s utility. By cutting out doors and 
windows we build a house; and on that which is non¬ 
existent—the space within—depends the house’s util¬ 
ity. . . . 
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^‘We look at Tao (reality) and do not see it: it is 
colorless. We listen to Tao and do not hear it: it 
is soundless. We grope for Tao and do not grasp 
it: it is bodiless. . . . Forever and aye, Tao remains 
unnamablc: and again and again it returns home to 
non-existence. 

‘‘The world’s weakest overcomes the world’s hard¬ 
est (as water overcomes the rocks). Non-existence is 
at the heart of the impenetrable. Thereby I compre¬ 
hend the advantage of non-assertion, and the lesson 
of silence. Tao always practises non-assertion; and 
there is nothing that remains undone.”**^ 

/ 

246. We may now form a summary picture of 
mysticism as a philosophy. It holds: 

(1) That reality is One, an absolute unity, as 
against all atomistic or pluralistic metaphysical 
doctrines; 

(2) That reality is ineffable (indescribable) ; 
whence, all the predicates or descriptives which we 
apply to it are somehow in need of correction,— 
including the predicates which now follow; 

(3) That reality (as we seek it in the world 
outside of ourselves) is identical with the equally 
indescribable essence of the human self,—^we may 
find reality, therefore, either by looking without 
or by looking within, and what we find in either 
case is the same, not merely alike in kind,r but 
identically the same thing: the extremes coincide; 

(4) That it is possible (and vitally important) 
to reach an intuitive knowledge of, or union with, 
this absolute One; 

* Lao Tze, Tao Teh King, adapted from translation by Paul Carus. 
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(5) That the way to achieve this is by an effort 
which is primarily moral rather than theoretical. 

In each of these respects, it is evident that mys¬ 
ticism is the precise counterpart of realism. The 
spirit of this type of metaphysics, in its ^mystical’ 
identification of the outer reality and the inner 
reality, may be seen in this passage from one of 
the classics of ancient India: 

‘Bring hither a fruit from yonder tree.*—^‘Here 
it is, venerable one.*—‘What seest thou therein?*— 
‘I see here, venerable one, very small seeds.*—‘Divide 
one of them.*—‘It is divided, venerable one.*—‘What 
seest thou therein?’—‘Nothing at all, venerable one.* 
—Then said he: ‘the subtle essence which thou oanst 
not perceive, from that truly has this great tree 
arisen. Believe me, dear one, that which is this sub¬ 
tle essence—of its being is the universe—^that is the 
Real, that is the Soul, —that art thoUy O Qveta- 
ketu.* ** 

“ ‘Here, put this piece of salt into water, and 
come back to me to-morrow.* He did so. Then said 
he: ‘Bring me the salt which you put in water yes¬ 
terday.*—He looked for it, but did not find it.— 
‘Try on this side!—How does it taste?* ‘Salt!*— 
‘Try it in the middle!—How does it taste.?*—‘Salt!* 
—‘Try on that side!—^How does it taste?*—^‘Salt!* 
—‘Leave it alone and sit down near me.* He did so, 
and he said: ‘It exists still.*—Then said he: ‘Truly, 
so also thou canst not perceive the Existent here (in 
the body) but it is nevertheless in it. That which is 
this subtle essence—of its being is this universe— 
that is the Real, that is the Soul, —that art thou^ O 
Cvetaketu !* ** 

“If a man cuts this great tree at the root, it drips 
because it lives; if he cuts it in the middle, it drips 
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because it lives; if he cuts it at the top, it drips be- 
cause it lives: it stands penetrated through and 
through by the living Self, exuberant and joyful. 
But if life leaves one bough, it withers. . . . Thus 
also shalt thou know, said he: this body certainly 
dies when the living one leaves it, but the living one 
does not die. That which is this subtle essence—of 
its being is the universe—that is the Real, that is the 
Soul ,—that art thou^ 0 Qvetaketu!” * 

247. Mysticism has had a long history: it is 
older than realism, older than idealism. No age, 
not even our own, has been without notable rep¬ 
resentatives of this type. 

While appearing in China, and reaching a high 
development in India (Brahmanism, Vedantism), 
it had a remarkable burst of popularity about the 
Mediterranean basin from the sixth century B. C. 
onward. We hear of the ^‘mysteries’^ of various 
deities, of Osiris in Egypt, of Adonis in Syria, of 
Demeter, Dionysus, Orpheus in Greece, of Mithra 
in Persia and the Roman world. These mysteries 
were off-shoots of current religions; and were per¬ 
haps due to the break-up of great national re¬ 
ligions in the political turmoils of the time, leaving 
the individual no longer able to identify his re¬ 
ligious loyalty with his social loyalty, and giving 
him a strong motive to seek without reference to 
race, nation, sex or caste, a direct personal rela¬ 
tion with reality in the form of an accessible deity, 
thereby winning moral stability in this life and a 

* From Ch&ndogya Upanishad vi. Deussen, System of the Vedanta, 
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hope of personal immortality in another life. They 
had in common with philosophical mysticism 
chiefly this cult of personal union with the god, in 
states of enthusiasm, after moral preparation. 
There was much crudity, superstition and folly in 
these popular cults,—often downright barbarism. 
But the vital elements of the movement were so 
great as to command the interest of the greatest 
thinkers, as well as of the state. Athens established 
the Eleusinian mysteries as a public institution. 
Plato in his Dialogues made fun of the Orphics, 
and adopted certain of their ideas. Christianity in 
its early spread into Asia Minor found various 
mysteries in vogue; the theology of Paul is 
strongly influenced by that fact. The gospel of 
John is a mystical document: “I am the vine, ye 
are the branches ... I and the Father are one.” 
Plotinus, a disciple of Plato (204—270 A. D.) by 
the power of his thought and the nobility of his 
character lifted mysticism for the classical world 
into a clarified philosophical expression. 

The influence of Plotinus was enormous. It 
spread, via the later Neo-Platonists—as his school 
is called—from Alexandria through the whole 
world of fading classical antiquity. It was trans¬ 
mitted to Arabic philosophy, and came to life 
again in a series of Mohammedan Persian mystics 
(A1 Ghazzali, 1068-1111, who falling into scep¬ 
ticism, while teaching philosophy in Baghdad, 
abandoned his chair and his family, betook him- 
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self to asceticism, and ultimately reached a mys¬ 
tical philosophy). It influenced the Pseudo-Dio¬ 
nysius of whom we have spoken, who in turn 
became the progenitor of a long line of Christian 
mystics (John Scotus Erigena, Bernard of Clair- 
vaux, Meister Eckhart, Tauler, Suso, Teresa, 
Nicolas of Cusa, Bruno, Silesius, Boehme, Dante, 
William Blake, Coleridge). 

Spinoza and SchelHng have much in common 
with mysticism in their doctrine that the One, the 
absolute substance, cannot be described, since all 
description is limitation (omnis determinatio est 
negatio). The absolute Being is beyond the dis¬ 
tinctions of mind and matter, of good and evil, of 
finite and infinite, even of the numerical one and 
many. 

Mysticism is evidently often the product of an 
intensely philosophical spirit discontented with 
the mere rationality of philosophy, and of an in¬ 
tensely religious spirit discontented with the dog¬ 
matic systems of theology in every creed. It is 
inspired by the insatiable ambition of individual 
spirits to know reality by direct acquaintance, 
rather than by rumor or description. Relying on 
the ^^inner light’’ rather than on tradition, it has 
a constant tendency to heterodoxy. It may pro¬ 
duce the heretic, as Joan of Arc, as Bruno, as 
Spinoza. Or it may produce deviations within 
tradition, such as the ‘‘Quakers,” the Pietists out 
of whom Kant came, the Anabaptists, ancestors of 
the Puritans. 
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In any case, the mystic’s confidence that the 
divine principle is identical with himself, and that 
he may for himself gain direct access to ultimate 
truth, is well calculated to produce great and in¬ 
dependent characters, as well as not a few fanatics 
and mystified spiritual wastrels. Our concern, 
however, is not with the failures. For if there had 
been but one genuine mystic in the course of his¬ 
tory, a Mohammed, a Buddha, a Saint Francis, 
there would be, corresponding to that person, a 
true mysticism which would reward our utmost 
effort to recognize and distinguish it from its 
counterfeits. 
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THEORETICAL MYSTICISM 

248. Mysticism has two aspects, its metaphysics 
and its way of life, its theory and its practice. 

Theoretical mysticism, the metaphysics of pure 
unity, is supported by all the considerations 
which, in the discussion of dualism, we were urging 
in favor of monism. But if this unity cannot be 
described, the corollary is that we ought not to 
call it either mental or material, either idealistic 
or naturalistic. This doctrine requires further 
study. 

249. The great mystics, though relying on in¬ 
tuition for the final leap of knowledge, have com¬ 
monly been keen reasoners. They have given 
something like a demonstration that the Real can 
have no attributes. They have used the same argu¬ 
ment we found appealing to the realist (§218), 
namely, that what is true of all things cannot be 
a mark characteristic of anything. Every possible 
predicate, such as “great,” excludes something, 
the “not-great.” If then we say “The Real is 
great” we are denying that the Real can be small. 
But this limits the Real. The mystic is persuaded 
that the Real can be whole and entire in the mi- 
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nutest being, just as the salt-quality can be com¬ 
plete in every smallest drop of sea-water, or as 
one who is injured, however slightly, may truth¬ 
fully say, “I am hurt,”—^I, the whole Self, am 
identified with the part that is injured. The Real, 
then, cannot be called either great or not-great: 
these quantitative and relative ideas do not apply 
to it. 

For the same reason, we could not call the Real 
good nor evil, nor a mixture of the two: it would 
be beyond the distinction of good and evil, this 
distinction being relative to our finite human 
point of view. It would likewise be beyond the dis¬ 
tinction between mental and non-mental. It might 
fairly be said that the neutrality which the realist 
finds in his analytical elements of experience tends 
to reappear in the mystic’s Unity,—a ‘neutral 
entity’ of cosmic proportions! 

But if we are persistent in our logic, we shall 
remind ourselves that to describe the One as ‘neu¬ 
tral,’ or as ‘cosmic,’ or even as ‘one’ in the ordinary 
numerical sense would be to exclude from it the 
characters of ‘non-neutral’ and the like; for these 
too are descriptives. In all consistency, we should 
find ourselves reduced to silence! Are we not, in 
fact, reviving from another angle the considera¬ 
tions which led certain thinkers to agnosticism and 
the doctrine of the Unknowable? It is indeed true 
that the agnostic is, in this part of his philosophy, 
on ancient mystical ground: Kant and Herbert 
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* Spencer are, in so far, mystics. But there are two 
or three remarks to make about this logic. 

260. First, the mystic does not pretend to be 
neutral, in the sense of indifference, as between 
the various opposing predicates which we may try 
to attribute to the Real. 

We may refrain from calling the Real ‘good,^ 
for fear of limiting it to our conceptions of good¬ 
ness, and yet believe that ‘good’ comes nearer the 
Jruth than ‘evil.’* And while hesitating to assert 
that the Real is ‘mental’ or ‘personal’—for the 
mentality we know requires a non-mental environ¬ 
ment to live and grow in, and the personality we 
know needs a society of other persons around it 
to play its very partial role in—the mystic still 
implies, when he identifies the Real outside us with 
the ultimate self within us, that ‘mind’ or ‘spirit’ 
would come nearer the truth than ‘matter’ or any 
non-mental thing. Thus, while mystics have com’* 
monly been in trouble with an orthodox tradition 
which insists on the literal personality of God, 
they have commonly referred to their Real as 
‘God.’ And Spinoza, who maintained a stricter 
neutrality than most, used the expression ‘Natura 
sive Deus,’—Nature or God. 

261. Second, there is some reason for the mys- 

* **The cause of all things is not any one of them. Hence it must 
not be called good in the sense of that good which it imparts to 
others. But in another sense it is the good itself, in a way transcend¬ 
ing all other goods.”—Plotinus, Enne^ VI, 9, vi. 
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tic’s judgment that it is more important to believe 
that the One exists than to know what it is like. 
To use a barbarous philosophical mode of speech, 
the ‘That’ is more important than the ‘What,’ in 
this case. Let me illustrate: 

A recent novel represents a Mr. Fergus and a 
Mr. Saber playing at chess problems. Mr. Fergus 
has a notion that every man has a mission or pur¬ 
pose in this life imposed upon him bj the universe: 
he does not in the least know what it is, but if he 
goes honestly ahead working toward it it will some 
day appear to him. He believes in the ‘that’ of 
his mission, without any ‘what.’ Saber is sceptical. 
He asks a pointed question: 

“How can you work toward a purpose if you 
don’t know what it is?” 

Fergus answers: “How can you work toward a 
(chess) solution, if you don’t know what it is?” 

“Yes, but you know there is a solution.” 

“Well, there you are. And you know there is a 
purpose.” The ‘that’ is enough to keep you going. 

Other instances. Walter Bagehot, thinking of 
the formation of the first large national groups 
of men, said there was a time in history when it 
was more important that there should be law than 
that there should be good law. The mere ‘that’ of 
a law, recognized by all, helps a society to hold 
together; the ‘what’ of the law could be attended 
to after the authority of law itself was established. 
—^In the conduct of battle, Scharnhorst’s maxim 
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is frequently cited: In war it matters not so much 
what is done, as that something is done, and done 
with unity and strength.—^If a person is freezing, 
it is of the utmost importance that he keep mov¬ 
ing; what movements he makes is unimportant. 
Metropolitan police sometime distinguish in the 
same way between the ^that’ and the ‘what.’* 

Suppose then that we could know, as the mystic 
says, that God exists, without knowing what God 
is. This would be a sort of middle ground between 
theism and atheism. The atheist says there is no 
God. The theist says, God exists, meaning thereby 
a personal deity. The mystic says, the atheist is 
right: the God of theistic imagination does not 
exist; the theist is also right,—^that God is. Thus 
the person who cannot accept the theistic deity, 
and yet cannot believe the negation of atheism 
may find a secure, even if tentative, position in 
the mystic’s ‘that.’ 

The importance of such a position is that, as 
in the chess problem, one can keep going. The 
atheist necessarily stops thinking about a super¬ 
nature or adjusting his life thereto. The mystic 
has something beyond nature to keep thinking 
about, to gain approximate or symbolic concep- 

* In all these cases, the distinction is relative. There can be no 
I that * without some *what* ; i. e., there must be enough *what’ to 
identify your object. Thus, if you know a law to be a law, or a mo¬ 
tion to be a motion, it already has some *what.* So, if I know *that’ 
God is, without knowing Vhat’ he is, I already know some *what* 
about the One, enough to identify it as God. But though relative, 
the distinction does not lose its meaning. 
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tions of, and to live by- The ‘that’ of God’s ex¬ 
istence thus operates as what Kant called a ‘regu¬ 
lative’ idea; one whose meaning was not in any 
picture we could form, but in what it led us to do. 

252. Third, the mystic believes, as the agnostic 
does not, that the quality of the Real, though not 
describable, can be experienced in a sort of direct 
knowledge which is far more satisfactory than the 
remoter knowledge of concepts, just as acquain¬ 
tance with a person is a more satisfactory knowl¬ 
edge than the best description. 

This immediate experience of the Real is re¬ 
garded by the mystics as a somewhat unusual or 
privileged state of being. It is a sort of initiation, 
after which one is no longer an outsider in the 
world. They would, on the whole, agree with Berg¬ 
son’s language when he describes, we remember, 
the difficulty in reaching an intuition of the ilan 
vital. So the vision of, or unity with, the Real, is 
difficult and exceptional: but, if the mystic is 
right, it is an experience which satisfies both the 
intellect and the will. It is often referred to as the 
‘beatific vision’; and the words of the great mys¬ 
tics—^Plato or Plotinus, Eckhart or Dante—imply 
that it shows the Real as transcending in value 
what our commonplace descriptives can convey. It 
solves—or rather dissolves—for them the problem 
of evil; and establishes in the mind not merely a 
reconciliation to the difficulties of ordinary ex- 
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perience, but, as it were, a certain appetite for 
them. 

Plato gives in the Symposium an allegorical 
picture of this experience: 

‘^For he who has been instructed thus far in the 
things of love, and who has learned to see the beau¬ 
tiful in due order and succession, when he comes to¬ 
ward the end will suddenly perceive a nature of won¬ 
drous beauty—not growing and decaying, or wax¬ 
ing and waning; not fair in one point of view and 
foul in another . . . but beauty only, absolute, sep¬ 
arate, simple, and everlasting, which without diminu¬ 
tion and without increase or any change is imparted 
to the ever-growing and perishing beauties of all 
other things.”* 

Plotinus puts the matter thus: 

‘‘Now often I am roused from the body to my true 
self, and emerge from all else and enter myself, and 
behold a marvellous beauty,, and am particularly 
persuaded at the time that I belong to a better 
sphere and live a supremely good life and become 
identical with the Godhead, and fast fixed therein 
attain its divine activity, having reached a plane 
above the whole intelligible realm; . . . 

“Nor did he (who has had such a vision) concern 
himself with the beautiful, but had passed beyond 
beauty and had transcended the series of virtues as 
one might penetrate into the interior of the holy of 
holies, leaving behind in the temple the statues of 
the gods. These he would not see again until he came 
out after having had the vision of what lay within, 
and communion there with what was no statue or 
image but the divine itself—of which the statues 

* Symposram* 210 f. 
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were but secondary images. And perhaps his experi¬ 
ence was not a vision but some other kind of seeing, 
ecstasy and simplification and self-surrender, . , . 
a thought centred upon being merged in the divine.'’* 

In this report of the mystic, however much or 
little we can make of it at the cold distance of 
our own description, we find corroboration of a 
surmise which must have come to every one at 
some time or other,—^that the inherent value of 
the world is unlimited; that the reason for the 
apparent piebald mixture in our experience of 
moderately good and bad ingredients into a mon¬ 
grel potpourri of so dubious a resultant value, 
that we can dally between optimism and pessi¬ 
mism, is a result of our dulness of sight rather than 
of the nature of things. The mystic is a radical, 
without caution, trimming, or compromise, in his 
assertion of the essential worth of life. And some 
mystics, at least, have lived as though that per¬ 
ception of worth, received in the rare moments of 
exceptional insight, had become a constant factor 
of their ordinary consciousness, altering judg¬ 
ment and action. 

“Now since in the vision there were not two, but 
the seer was made one with the seen . . ., he who had 
been united with it might, if he remembered, have or 
keep by him some faint image of the divine.” f 

Thus it would be far from the truth to say 

* Fuller’s translation in Bakewelt Source Book in Ancient Philos¬ 
ophy* pp. 886* 392. 

t Plotinus* Fuller’s translation* op. cit.* p. 391. 
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that the mystic’s One because ineffable is there¬ 
fore characterless and neutral. 

But the attainment of this privileged insight 
into the nature of things cannot come from purely 
thoughtful exertion. It is the result of an effort 
primarily moral. We turn, therefore, to consider 
the practical aspect of mysticism. 



Chapter XXXV 
PRACTICAL MYSTICISM 


253. From the words of Plato and Plotinus 
above quoted, it is . evident that the mystic’s ex- 
^^erience of the Real is closely allied to our per¬ 
ception of beauty in Nature. Perhaps the simplest 
and most wide-spread form of mystic experience 
is that which finds in these occasional glimpses of 
beauty something more than an interesting play 
of form and the superficial qualities of things, 
namely, an indication that there is within Nature 
a reality akin to ourselves and as it were an in¬ 
vitation to realize our union with that inner real- 
ity. These words of Balfour would be significant 
to many who have no other conscious share in the 
vision of which the mystics speak: 

^‘But when we look back on those too rare mo¬ 
ments when feelings stirred in us by some beautiful 
object not only seem wholly to absorb us, but to raise 
us to the vision of things far above the ken of bodily 
sense or discursive reason, we cannot acquiesce in 
any attempt at explanation which confines itself to 
the bare enumeration of psychological and physio¬ 
logical causes and effects. . . . However little, there¬ 
fore, we may be prepared to accept any particular 
scheme of metaphysical aesthetics—and most of these 
appear to me to be very absurd,—we must believe 
that somewhere and for some Being there shines an 
unchanging splendour of beauty, of which in Nature 
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and Art we see, each of us from his own standpoint, 
only passing gleams and stray reflections. No such 
mystical creed can, however, be squeezed out of ob¬ 
servation and experiment; nor can it be forced into 
any sort of consistency with the naturalistic theory 
of the universe.* 

In such a mystic as Rabindranath Tagore, 
beauty becomes the chief guide to metaphysical 
initiation, and art the chief means of conveying 
metaphysical truth.f But as Plato’s words indi¬ 
cate, for the attainment of their privileged knowl¬ 
edge of the Real, even through the sense of beauty, 
the mystics with singular agreement have held 
that some kind of moral preparation, or discipline 
of the will, is needed. 

264. In the more popular forms of mysticism, 
this discipline consisted in certain abstinences and 
ceremonies of purification. The Orphic rule for¬ 
bade the eating of flesh, of certain kinds of fish, 
of beans, prescribed a peculiar garb, and in vari¬ 
ous ways required an ascetic habit of life. The 
more rational forms of mysticism required a 
searching self-examination, a review of one’s ha¬ 
bitual ways of thinking and wishing, and a mental 
enactment of rejection of whatever could be found 
partial or untrue in them. This often took the 
form of repudiating the objects of ordinary natu¬ 
ral interest and ambition, not as essentially evil, 

♦ The Foundations of Belief, pp. 65 f. 

t Sadhana, esp. ch. 2. See Charles Bennett, Mysticism, ch. XV. 
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but as something less than the supreme good, and 
therefore as more or less obstructive to the free 
flight of the mind. According to Plotinus, 

*‘he, I say, will not behold this light, who attempts 
to ascend to the vision of the supreme while he is 
drawn downwards by those things which are an im¬ 
pediment to the vision. . . . He, therefore, who has 
not yet arrived thither . . . may consider himself 
as the cause of his disappointment through these im¬ 
pediments, and should endeavor hy separating him¬ 
self from all things to be alone.” 

In general, the mystic prescribes a sort of ‘‘flight 
from the world” in a vein of renunciation little 
sympathetic to our prevalent present temper. His 
way of moral preparation has been called, accord¬ 
ingly, the “Negative Path.” 


256. To give a foreshortened picture of this 
Negative Path, we may describe it as a ‘world- 
flight’ or retreat, physical, intellectual and moral. 

The physical world-flight: In all concentration 
of thought there must be some leaning away from 
the distractions of the senses. Socrates in the 
Phaedo makes a whimsical comment on this fact 
in the phrase “the true disciple of philosophy is 
likely to be misunderstood by other men; they do 
not perceive that he is ever pursuing death and 
dying,”—a remark which he explains in the dia¬ 
logue as follows: 

♦ Ennead VI, 9, iv. Taylor’s translation. 
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What shall we say of the actual acquirement of 
knowledge? Is the body, if invited to share in the in¬ 
quiry, a hinderer or a helper? Are not sight and 
hearing, as the poets are always telling us, inac¬ 
curate witnesses ?—^When does the soul attain truth ? 
Must not existence be revealed to her in thought, if 
at all? 

Yes. 

And thought is best when the mind is gathered 
into herself, and none of these things trouble her— 
neither sounds nor sight nor pain nor any pleasure 
—when she has as little as possible to do with the 
body, and has no bodily sense or feeling, but is 
aspiring after being? 

That is true.* 

Likewise in that particular form of concentra¬ 
tion known as worship or prayer, there seems to 
be an instinctive turning-away from the ordinary 
currents of sense-experience,-—the modification of 
light and sound in the interior of the mosque, the 
incense, the checkage of physical activity, the 
postures which still further close the organs of 
sense. The mystics have developed this sort of 
procedure into a technique for concentration, or 
‘‘recollection and quiet.” 

The intellectual world-flight: a process of sys¬ 
tematically reminding oneself that all the con¬ 
cepts which we are accustomed to apply to reality 
are incompletely true, and must be rejected. It, 

*Ph8edo» 65. 
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the Real, is not Nature; it is not matter; it is not 
energy; it is not power; it is not space, nor any¬ 
thing in space; it is not society nor the state. 
This process is called by some of the mystics, 
‘‘laying aside the creatures”—i. e., the secondary 
realities. Meister Eckhart puts it: 

If a man will work an inward work, he must pour 
all his powers into himself as into a corner of the 
soul, and must hide himself from all images and 
forms. Then he must come into a forgetting and a 
not-knowing. He must be in a stillness and silence 
where the ineffable word may be heard. When one 
knows nothing, it is opened and revealed.”* 

Especially, we are advised, is it important to re¬ 
mind ourselves that the distinctions and divisions 
which our concepts make in the world of objects 
are misleading, since in reality all things are one. 
We must deny the boundaries which separate 
thing from thing, person from person, level from 
level, race from race, nation from nation. Wherein 
it appears that the mystic, by way of his nega¬ 
tions, is reaching for a sense of the uniting ele¬ 
ment in things, a realization of the fraternal and 
equalitarian groundw^ork of the cosmos. 

The moral world-flight: In like manner one en¬ 
acts a denial that all partial goods are the good: 
none of them, passed in review, contents that 
Faustian element of our spirit which demands an 
object in which it can remain forever satisfied. So 
* PredigteD* u. Underhill. 381. 
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the mystic requires himself to consider his various 
objects of desire and ambition, and to reject each 
one in turn: ‘Hhis is not the good.” Especially his 
invidious desires,—^his rivalries, competitions, an¬ 
tipathies, must be put down. Even his virtues he 
must suspect as not being altogether good, and 
renounce all satisfaction in them. For the very 
fact that a virtue can be consciously known and 
named shows that it is somewhat corrupted by 
self-satisfaction, or warped away from that ele¬ 
mental simplicity of will which alone is absolutely 
right. Old Lao Tze says: 

If beauty makes a display of beauty, it is sheer 
ugliness; if goodness makes a display of goodness 
(even to oneself) it is sheer badness; 

Superior goodness resembleth water (transparent, 
pervading everything without self-assertion): the 
water’s goodness benefiteth the ten thousand things, 
yet it quarreleth not (raising not its voice) ; 

Superior virtue is unvirtue: therefore it has vir¬ 
tue. Inferior virtue never loses sight of virtue; there¬ 
fore it has no virtue. Superior virtue is non-asser¬ 
tion and without pretension. Inferior virtue asserts 
and makes pretensions. 

Abandon learnedness, and you have no vexation. 
Abandon your saintliness; put away your prudence 
(and the people will gain a hundredfold). Abandon 
your benevolence; put away your justice (and the 
people will return to filial piety and paternal de¬ 
votion) ; 
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He who seeks learnedness will daily increase. He 
who seeks Tao (the Real) will daily diminish; he 
will continue to diminish until he arrives at non- 
assertion. With non-assertion there is nothing he 
cannot achieve.* 

This moral world-flight is sometimes spoken of as 
a cultivation of poverty in a broad sense, poverty 
of possessions, of mind and of heart; in some 
cases including an actual renunciation of goods 
(Buddhist orders, Persian mystics, St. Francis), 
in others, a practice of dis-attachment from all 
emotional bonds and pride. 

am not here speaking of the absence of things^ 
—for absence is not detachment if the desire re¬ 
mains,—but of that detachment which consists in 
suppressing desire and avoiding pleasure. It is this 
that sets the soul free, even though possession may 
still be retained. ... In detachment the spirit finds 
quiet and repose, for coveting nothing, nothing 
wearies it by elation, and nothing oppresses it by 
dejection. . . . That thou mayest have pleasure in 
everything, seek pleasure in nothing. That thou 
mayest know everything, seek to know nothing. That 
thou mayest possess all things, seek to possess noth- 
ing.”t 

266. It is evident that the Negative Fath of 
the mystic is negative chiefly in form. He uses a 
negative method to reach a positive goal. He seeks 
to get rid of the misleading fascination of sub- 

♦ Tao Teh King, adapted from Carus’s translation, sections % 8. 
38, 20, 19, 48. 

t St. John of the Cross, Subida del Monte Carmelo, Bk. I, quoted 
by Underhill, Mysticism. 255, 249. 
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ordinate goods in order that the absolute good 
may appear unimpeded to his mind: in putting 
away what is partial, he hopes to become directly 
conscious of what is complete. 

^‘All those other things in which the soul once 
took pleasure—power, strength, wealth, beauty, sci¬ 
ence,—it now says that it holds in contempt. It 
would not say this if it had not come upon something 
better than these.”* 

For as Spinoza said—and Spinoza was very close 
to mysticism, both in his personally heroic life of 
renunciation, and in his idea of happiness as amor 
intellectualis Dei \—it is impossible to expel any 
passion from the mind except by a greater one. 

According to some mystics, if your renuncia¬ 
tion is sincere, the absolute good appears to you, 
as it were automatically:—‘Vhen the half gods 
go, the gods arrive.” According to others, the 
culminating experience of ‘illumination’ is a gift 
which has to be waited for, with complete passiv¬ 
ity and without demand. There is a transition in 
the will which cannot be effected by will,—for will 
operates upon something outside itself,—by 
which one passes into identity with the One which 
is also the Good. It is as if one who has been say¬ 
ing “You” to another person, now begins to say 
“We”: in this transition from the second person 

* Plotinus, Ennead VI, 7, xxxiv; quoted by Charles Bennett, 
Mysticism, p. 29. 

t Spinoza’s philosophy has been described as a mystic completion 
of a rationalistic base. R. McKeon, Philosophy of Spinoza, 27, 
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to the first, there is a new element of identification, 
without change in the objective facts of the world. 
The ineffable reality has to be adequately dis¬ 
cerned by an ineffable will-attitude. 

Here lies an essential difference between ideal¬ 
istic philosophy and mysticism. The idealist be¬ 
lieves that the world is a Self. The mystic holds 
that this knowledge is accurate without being 
adequate, or quite deserving the name of knowl¬ 
edge. Idealism can never serve as a substitute for 
religion: and only in religion is metaphysical 
truth truly known. In the classic philosophy of 
India, Brahmanism, the universe is Brahm, and 
each person is Brahm. But the judgment “I am 
Brahm” must be something more than believed,— 
it must be ‘realized.’ To realize it is ipso facto to 
attain Nirvana. But one cannot by a violent 
stroke of will resolve to realize, any more than he 
can by great resolve realize the beauty of a sym¬ 
phony. The right to say “We” cannot be taken 
by force; it must be given, or, as it were, happen 
to one. Hence the necessity for this careful, per¬ 
haps life-long, discipline of the Negative Path,— 
the Yoga of the Hindus, the asceticism of the re¬ 
ligiously ambitious in all great religious systems, 
the ‘worship’ of the multitudes. For common wor¬ 
ship is a much abbreviated epitome of the Nega¬ 
tive Path. 

357. But what kind of practical living can 
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come out of such a direction of energy into the 
quest of a perhaps unattainable realization of 
absolute Being and absolute Good? Is this not a 
deliberate cult of alienation from this world and 
its proper business which might have harmonized 
with mediaeval romanticism, but which we have 
now finally dismissed? Contemplation of the Real 
or the Good in their abstract perfection seems an 
idle occupation: was not Plato, as Professor 
Dewey suggests, after all a misleader of the race 
in teaching that there is some peculiar value in 
the pure vision or contemplation of an ideal es¬ 
sence? Ideals are to be embodied, not to be 
gazed at. 

Further, there seems to be something fallacious 
in the mystic’s conception of what he has achieved. 
If he comes into actual consciousness of the ab¬ 
solute Good, there is nothing more for him to 
wish for; no reason for return to any other kind 
of consciousness, or for doing anything else in the 
world. Perhaps he returns not because he wishes 
to, but because he cannot help it, being unable to 
sustain the vision. In that case he must still return 
with regret, and with averted sympathies, as one 
whose true interests are elsewhere. 

As a matter of experience, this alienation does 
not as a rule take place. The Hindu mystic, it is 
true, is traditionally counselled to continue his 
worldly affairs, but without desire! This is the 
theme of the Bhagavadgita, the most influential 
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of Hindu poems, in which a prince on the eve 
of battle is represented as enquiring of the Deity 
whether, on strict philosophical grounds, he 
should fight or not fight. He is counselled to con¬ 
tinue the combat, but as one 


“looking alike on victory aiid defeat; who is alike 
toward the sides of friends and foes”*— 

a state of mind which w^ould seem to promise 
something less than an enthusiastic battle! But 
the typical mystic is one to whom action in the 
world has become more rather than less engaging. 
What he has gained from his discipline is not 
disaffection, but inner certainty, originality with 
stability of character, courage, a moral invulner¬ 
ability which appears to be superior to ordinary 
fears but not at all superior to the positive ob¬ 
jects in behalf of which he is courageous. Joan 
of Arc may serve, in this respect, as the typical 
mystic. 

Is there not, then, something wrong in the the- 


♦ “ Having regard to your own duty you ought not to falter, for 
there is nothing better for a Kshatriya (one of the warrior caste) 
than a righteous battle. . . . Looking alike on pleasure and pain, on 
gain and loss, on victory and defeat, then prepare for battle, and 
thus you will not incur sin.... He is wise among men, he is possessed 
of devotion, who sees inaction in action. Forsaking all attachment 
to the fruit of action, always contented, dependent on none, he does 
nothing at all though he engages in action. Devoid of all expectation, 
restraining the mind and the self, itnd casting off all belongings, he 
incurs no sin. . . . To whom pleasure and pain are alike; to whom a 
sod and a stone and gold are alike; to whom what is agreeable and 
what is disagreeable are alike: to whom censure and praise of him¬ 
self are alike; who is alike in honor and dishonor; who is alike towards 
the sides of friends and foes. , . —Sacred Books of the East, VIII, 

pp. 47, 48, 60, 110. 
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ory which supposes that the whole and absolute 
Good can be realized in a temporary experience, 
from which all consciousness of other things is ex¬ 
cluded? 

Let us answer first by enquiring whether mys¬ 
ticism can give us an ethics —that is to say, a code 
for action in the world—or whether it must limit 
its practical counsels to its Negative Path of re¬ 
treat from the world. 

268. When we consider that most, perhaps all, 
of the original moral codes of the world have been 
propounded by mystics, there can be no doubt 
about the fertility of mysticism in this direction. 
Perhaps a clew to this paradox may be found in 
the fact that successful action requires a union of 
attachment and detachment. There are two kinds 
of temper not likely to succeed and not deserving 
to succeed in any important undertaking: the 
temper which cares nothing about it, and the 
temper which cares everything. A man who was 
completely indifferent to public office would not 
deserve to win such office; nor would he deserve 
it if it would break his will to lose it. A man is 
right in his efforts, and we respect him, if he does 
his best to succeed and yet retains an inner im¬ 
munity to success or failure because he is greater 
than any of his particular aims. What the mystic 
is doing in his discipline of negation is to secure 
that this inner immunity is a genuine fact of 
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character and not an assumed pose. He is attend¬ 
ing, not to the *whole of happiness, but to one in¬ 
dispensable condition of happiness. 

269. The principle of all mystical codes of 
ethics may be stated in this simple form, 

Be what you are, 

that is, be in action what you are in reality. In 
reality, you are Brahm; you are identical with the 
most real; act, then, with the confidence, the free¬ 
dom, the simplicity, the emancipation from petty 
sense allurements and social bribes, which belong 
to one who knows absolute values. To Lao Tze, 
Tao is the ‘‘law of heaven and earth’^; and the 
code of life is simply Act according to Tao; ex¬ 
press Tao in your conduct. As Tao is non-as- 
sertive, so be you non-assertive; as Tao is not re¬ 
vengeful, be you non-revengeful, requite evil with 
good.* Remember that all of the conventional vir¬ 
tues are not enough; “patriotism is not enough,’^ 
neither is benevolence enough nor justice. Tao 
sets a simpler but a higher standard: 

If one loses Tao, virtue appears; 
if one loses virtue, benevolence appears; 
if one loses benevolence, justice appears; 
if one loses justice, propriety appears. 

Propriety is the semblance of good faith, and the 

beginning of disorder.f 


* Tao Teh Kina. 63* 49. 


t Tao Teh Kinn:, 88. 
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This masterful attitude toward types of con¬ 
duct which have the name of virtue fits the mystic 
to be a moral originator, a reformer of laws and 
customs. He has so often filled this role that it 
would be interesting to enquire whether any great 
reform had occurred in history without some mys¬ 
tic at the bottom of it. On the other hand, this 
same superiority to the letter of the law, in the 
confidence that one has an intuition of its mean¬ 
ing, makes an easy path for a soft-fibred and semi- 
sincere mystic to antinomianism (q. v.) and self- 
indulgence in the name of higher liberty,—a 
tendency which the mystic shares with the ‘aes¬ 
thetic temperament.’ “Many are the thyrsus-bear¬ 
ers, few are the mystics,” ran the Greek saying: 
many, we may say, are the near-mystics, and the 
spoiled mystics, few the true prophets. But these 
few are the indispensable men of history. 

260. How does the ethical innovator know 
where customary morality, benevolence, justice, 
need revision? How does he know, for example, 
that the old saying, “An eye for an eye and a 
tooth for a tooth,” is a mechanical and inadequate 
way of meeting injury? He knows by way of his 
‘conscience.’ What is conscience? 

When we were speaking of the evolutionary the¬ 
ory, which would make conscience an hereditary 
relic of ancient punishments, we thought that the¬ 
ory disproved by the fact that conscience grows 
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more sensitive, like a gradually refining aesthetic 
sense, and rises in some individuals to the point of 
genius (§67). Thus in the career of Socrates, we 
have a literary record of the work of conscience— 
personified as his ‘daemon’—^in guiding his de¬ 
cisions at critical junctures. In him, conscience 
appeared as an unanalyz^'d sense of wrongness 
warning him away from certain courses of action 
which he was inclined to adopt. These actions were 
incongruous with some inner standard of whose 
nature he was hardly aware. That inner standard, 
we may suppose, is simply the persistent mystical 
sense of unity with the Real; and conscience is the 
intuitive recognition that a proposed course of 
action is, or is not, consistent with that unity. 

If this is a true theory of conscience, we under¬ 
stand how it is that the mystics have been the great 
adepts of conscience, and the ethical pioneers of 
the race. We understand also why it is that the 
qualities of moral courage and honor are, pecu¬ 
liarly associated with mysticism; for both imply a 
certain superiority to the risks of life and posses¬ 
sions which would naturally come from a belief 
(in which Kant shared) that conscience allies us 
with a reality deeper than the flow of natural 
events. We understand also why it is that con¬ 
science is variable; for conscience would be clear 
only as the sense of unity with the Real is strong, 
and this sense might require renewal from time to 
time by deliberate acts of attention. The Nega- 
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tive Path, then, would be understood as the proc¬ 
ess of renewing the sensitivity of conscience. 

861. To return, then, to our question (§230), 
there is indeed something wrong in the theory of 
mysticism when it proposes the end of the Nega¬ 
tive Path as an entire and self-sufficient good, the 
absolute Good. It is unjust to its own function in 
the world. The mystic vision, taken by itself, tends 
to vanish into the meaningless. Pure unity, unless 
it were understood to be the unity of something 
plural, would be a nondescript unity indistin¬ 
guishable from nothing. The experience of the 
mystic, and the discipline that leads up to it, be¬ 
long somehow in the circuits of a life within the 
world of nature and human history. 



Chapter XXXVI 
MYSTICISM EXAMINED 


262 . The mystic, we say, in his direct vision of 
the Real reaches somethiiio; which as he defines it 
ought to be the end and culmination of life,*—all 
continuance an anticlimax. Yet this experience 
has some function to perform for the rest of life, 
and works in with it. The explanation lies, I be¬ 
lieve, in what I shall call the law of alternation. 

The law of alternation is a practical principle, 
perhaps the chief of practical principles. It de¬ 
clares that we cannot make out a good life either 
by exclusive contemplation of the One or by in¬ 
telligent management of the Many: but that we 
must have both, in the form of a rhythm, like the 
rhythm of work and play or of sleep and waking. 

Life requires of us, in the first place, concen¬ 
trated, realistic attention to business. This spe¬ 
cialized attention analyses its world of objects and 
affairs; and focuses its best intelligence on each 
thing in order. Now experience shows that this 
kind of attention, when prolonged, brings about a 

* In Dante’s words: 

It may not be 

That one who looks upon that light can turn 
To other object willingly his view. 

For all the good that will may covet there 
Is summ’d; ana all, elsewhere defective found. 
Complete.—Paradiso, Canto xxxiii. 
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decline of power,—^not alone to act, but even to 
see facts and to feel values. On realistic principles, 
this ought not to be: for facts are facts and values 
are values, and the knower has nothing to do but 
open liis eyes to them. But for the weary head, 
these ^independent’ objects have a way of becom¬ 
ing imperceptible. The value and meaning of a 
thing prove to be not in itself alone, but in some¬ 
thing the perceiver brings to it, some freshness of 
vision which fatigue has lost. There is a back¬ 
ground with which I meet experience: disorganize 
that background,—as, for example, by commit¬ 
ting a crime,—and nothing remains the same, 
none of the familiar objects are quite themselves. 
The continued strain of attention in the day’s 
work runs down our capacity to see what is there. 
Chesterton avows he must leave Battersea in or¬ 
der to be able to perceive Battersea. Life requires, 
then, a periodic re-charging, in order to win even 
its most material successes. 

This recharging is accomplished in many ways, 
as by rest, play, sleep; all of them involve the re¬ 
versal of the direction of attention and the con¬ 
templation of what unites rather than what sepa¬ 
rates. The mystic’s moral discipline, his Negative 
Path, provides the most direct and pertinent tech¬ 
nique of re-creation. It involves the breaking of 
mental habit, release of strained attention in de¬ 
tail, recovery of sense of the whole. Every prepos¬ 
session being passed in review and rejected, one’s 
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individual crotchets, prejudices, antipathies and 
petrifications are limbered up in such wise that 
something new may emerge, something nearer 
what one’s perception of the whole would suggest. 
Thus the mystic experience has for its function 
the recovery of freedom as well as of the sense of 
value. And since the contemplation of the unity of 
things itself runs down when it becomes perfect 
and prolonged, the mystic must turn again to the 
world and discover it as having regained its lost 
fascinations, and himself his lost powers. 

263. We may put the matter this way: the 
mystic has recovered the power to be realistic, to 
face the facts. Note several ways in which this 
takes place: 

First of all, the power of plain scientific obser¬ 
vation. What we call the scientific attitude toward 
the world is clearly the result of a moral develop¬ 
ment,—a new reverence for Nature (as in Bruno) 
developing into a new care in recording fact and 
discerning natural law. It has come to appear to 
us not merely a scientific but a moral duty to sub¬ 
mit our minds to the evidence found in experi¬ 
ence : the honesty required for scientific work, tha 
suppression of what one wishes to find in favor of 
what one does find, have become moral axioms for 
all students of nature. The mystic, then, is en¬ 
tirely right in his doctrine that the chief condi¬ 
tions for truth getting are morale —not alone the 



476 


TYPES OF PHILOSOPHY 


metaphysical truth of the One, but the truth of 
physical detail as well. 

The discovery of new hypotheses calls for some¬ 
thing more than faithful observation: it requires 
imagination. But not every imagination will do. 
What distinguishes the successful from the unsuc¬ 
cessful explorer of nature is in the first place sim¬ 
plicity and open-mindednessy —freedom from pre¬ 
tence and personal vanity, showing itself in crav¬ 
ings to be diflferent or ingenious or in the haste to 
gain startling results,—and in the second place a 
kind of sixth sense about the way Nature works 
which can only come from a love of the thing. 
Both of these are moral qualities, and such quali¬ 
ties as the mystic’s discipline is particularly fitted 
to develop. Said Ruskin: 

that virtue of originality that men so strain after 
is not newness—it is only genuineness,—^not very 
different from what I call transparency. . . . What 
we call genius is largely extreme genuineness. . . . 
There are people so fundamentally simple that they 
are no^ longer embarrassed by all the irrelevant de¬ 
tails which obscure the outlook of the average man; 
they see the essential at the first glance and go 
straight to it. 

It is thus no accident that we so often find the 
mystic in the person or in the immediate tradition 
of the man of scientific genius. 

264. Further, the mystic recovers the power to 
appreciate facts of the qualities of things^ achiev- 
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ing a new innocence of the senses so that flowers, 
sounds, colors are felt as if for the first time: iuch, 
at any rate, seems to be the experience of William 
Blake, Jacob Boohme, Francis of Assisi and oth¬ 
ers. And therewith we remember that there is 
room here also for much new exploration, or per¬ 
haps for the exhuming of whole realms of sense- 
appreciation which man in his realistic march has 
surrendered from ancient animal inheritance. 

And he acquires or recovers the power to face 
the facts of social intercourse^ and thus to extend 
his capacity for friendship. Friendship, among 
other objects of appreciation, has its own way of 
running down; largely because, as it develops, 
there come occasions for saying truths we judge 
to be unwelcome, and we cannot command the art 
to say them without offense. We are not able 
wholly to eliminate the self-interest from our criti¬ 
cism. One needs something like the mystic detach¬ 
ment from self in order to find that common 
ground with his neighbor which will enable him 
to denounce him, say to him ‘‘Thou art the man,” 
in such wise as to leave the friendship strength¬ 
ened rather than destroyed. 

265. If we are right, then, it requires the mys¬ 
tic to be a completely successful realist; and the 
realist to be a successful mystic. The practical 
conduct of life falls into a normal alternation be¬ 
tween work and worship, each phase sharpening 
the need for the other. 
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Only by some such alternation can mankind 
keep at par, and remain fit for the increasing 
burdens of an intricate civilization with its grow¬ 
ing (and rightly growing) load of material power. 
For with this material load, the race must grow 
pari passu in its capacity for transparent obser¬ 
vation, for artistic sensitivity, and for friendly 
personal and national relationships. 

266. And with this practical principle of alter¬ 
nation there goes a corresponding metaphysical 
truth. The Real cannot be either the absolute One 
of the mystic or the absolute Many revealed by 
realistic analysis. The Mystic and the Realist, 
each being guided in what he sees by his practical 
pre-occupation, and believing final what he most 
effectively deals with, each grasps half of the 
truth about the world. Each therefore supple¬ 
ments and corrects the other. 

As against the realist, the mystic is right in 
declaring the unity of the world, and the infinite 
worth of that unity. A world of plural substances 
is an incalculable, and therefore essentially hope¬ 
less world. And a world devoid of any inherent 
quality commanding reverence or permitting ra¬ 
tional worship, must be devoid also of that spring 
of mental re-creation and fertility, without which 
nothing is useful. 

As against the mystic, the realist is right in 
asserting the reality of the many. If there is a 
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God, his life must run into the multiple facts of 
a differentiated world-order': if he is anywhere, he 
must be also in those facts. A unity which runs 
away from diversity, and has no explanation of 
how that diversity has come to be, cannot be the 
final truth about the universe. The One we can 
believe in must be a One hich needs and is able 
to produce the Many. 

Both realism and mysticism thus appear as as¬ 
pects of an idealistic world-view, which explains 
and places them both; while they, in turn, make 
clearer the practical necessity of rhythm or alter¬ 
nation. An element of supernaturalism (asceticism 
and world-flight) must be taken together with an 
element of humanism to make up a working pro¬ 
gram of the good life. 




PART IV 

SYNTHESIS OF THE TYPES 
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THE STRUCTURE OF A PHILOSOPHY 

267. Our business hither! o has been to under¬ 
stand the fundamental types of philosophy rather 
than to pass judgment upon them, I have made 
critical comments on various of these types in 
passing, not as offering a final assessment, but as 
indicating the motives which lead me in each case 
to go farther in my own search for truth. It is now 
our business to consider, each for himself, where 
he stands; certainly not in the vain hope of fin¬ 
ishing one’s world-view, but by way of demand¬ 
ing of ourselves what result is left by the work¬ 
ing of these types upon our minds, whether any 
coherent view or direction. 

Your philosophy will be made of the sum of the 
truths you see. The review of these types must 
have aided this seeing, by bringing into clearer 
expression many an idea which you had vaguely 
apprehended before. It may be that you have rec¬ 
ognized some one of these types as your own. On 
the other hand, it is not likely that any great 
strand of human thought, such as these types are, 
is wholly alien to you. It is conceivable that you 
may find yourself belonging to all type^, and to 
none. Mental hospitality is in danger of finding 
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itself encumbered with an ill-fitting assortment of 
beliefs, composed of fragments from various 
types: there is ‘something in’ all of them! This 
state of mind is intelligent and liberal; but also 
deficient in strength and decisiveness,—a success, 
which is a relative failure. No one wants to live 
with a patchwork philosophy. Without limiting 
your breadth of view, I should like to put you on 
the way of escape from this situation. 

268. You have probably noticed that not many 
of the greater thinkers are perfectly typical. 
Spencer is not a pure naturalist; for he believes 
that there is a reality, though unknowable, be¬ 
yond or behind nature. Plato is a dualist; yet, 
since he describes matter as a certain sort of ‘non¬ 
existence,’ he leans toward idealism,—an idealism 
of so interesting a variety that one strand of neo¬ 
realism could emerge from it! Aristotle, with an¬ 
other vein of realism in his temper and way of 
thinking, inclines strongly to idealism in his meta¬ 
physics. Divergent lines of thought go out from 
Socrates, all claiming their rootage in that great 
character; and the same may be said for Des¬ 
cartes, Kant, Hegel. A man need be no pluralist 
to have plural strands in his philosophy. The 
stimulating and fertilizing force of a thinker is 
often a symptom of a moral and intuitive vigor 
which may outrun his logical consecutiveness. 
Such men take truth where they see it, and as 
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they see it, whether or not their grasp of it 
achieves perfect coherence; believing that truth is 
consistent with itself, and that the discovery of 
its manner of hanging-together may wait. Mean¬ 
time they defy our classifications; and we think of 
them as too great to be contained in an ‘-ism,’— 
as if in the very conceptioii of a type of philoso¬ 
phy there were something belittling to men of the 
first order of genius. 

This same unclassifiable quality is a prevalent 
trait of contemporary systems, not necessarily 
because of their greatness, but because of their 
sophistication, their knowledge of the history of 
thought, and to some extent of a deliberate striv¬ 
ing for originality. But further, this is a natural 
result of the way of reaching philosophy in which 
this age believes, and wliich is peculiar to no 
school: the way, namely, of putting experience 
first, and letting the categories which unify the 
mass follow along. Experience (including intui¬ 
tion) we have recognized as the scouting faculty 
of thought; and no one doubts that whoever lim¬ 
its his acquisition to what he can then and there 
put into order must condemn himself to poverty. 
The existence, then, of a degree of incoherence or 
disorder in one’s philosophical outlook does not at 
once condemn it. It may be fairly said of William 
James that he had no system; in him idealism, 
realism, pragmatism and mysticism coexisted 
without achieving a final consistency. 
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269. The assemblage of beliefs from various 
sources into a composite philosopliy has been fre¬ 
quently enough resorted to in the history of phi¬ 
losophy to receive a special name,— eclecticism. 
The eclectics whose names have been preserved 
have been thinkers, for the most part, of greater 
ingenuity than power, and relatively devoid of 
originality: the inner variety of their philosophy 
has been due not to an excess of explorative 
spirit, but to a sensitive docility in appropriat¬ 
ing the thoughts of others. They see that differ¬ 
ent fragments of truth belong to them; they as¬ 
sume that they can be made to fit each other; they 
lack the ability to see how they fit. The name 
eclectic is thus not a term of the highest honor in 
philosophy. It has been applied to such thihkers 
as Philo of Alexandria, Simplicius, Cicero, Hor¬ 
ace, Mendelssohn, Victor Cousin. 

Victor Cousin* deserves a special place, be¬ 
cause in him eclecticism became a consciously 
avowed principle. “Each system,” he said, “ex¬ 
presses an order of phenomena and ideas which is 
in truth very real, but which is not alone in con¬ 
sciousness . . . whence it follows that each sys¬ 
tem is not false but incomplete, and that in re¬ 
uniting all incomplete systems we should have a 
complete philosophy, adequate to the totality of 
consciousness.” One could adopt such a principle 
only if he believed that all important truth about 

* 1762^1867; French philosopher and educator. 
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the world had already been proposed, so that the 
work of the philosophic mind of the present can 
only be one of judicious selection and adjustment. 
The eclectic has his eye directly to the history of 
thought: the thinker whose disorder comes from 
abundant originality has his eye directed to ex¬ 
perience,—his observations and intuitions. 

Still, the difference between the eclectic and the 
untypical original thinker is but gradual; since 
no degree of originality can safely ignore the his¬ 
tory of thought, or decline the liberty of taking 
from whatever source what it finds true. In this 
respect Aristotle is to some extent eclectic; and 
St. Thomas Aquinas, who creates a compound of 
Aristotle with Christian theology, still more so. 
The realistic attitude toward the world would nat¬ 
urally encourage the eclectic disposition; and 
radical empiricism, urging us to be completely 
open-minded and free from pre-conceptions about 
the world, even that of perfect inner consistency 
(and not objecting to our seeing things through 
other people’s eyes so long as we see those same 
things through our own eyes) would abet this 
tendency, through making a sort of principle of 
lack of principle. 

270. Eclecticism appears to be a preliminary 
stage of philosophical construction, the collector- 
stage. Its spirit is allied to that strange virtue we 
call toleration^ which modifies all our dispositions 
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to strict partisanship with the caution,—^Your 
opponent is worth listening to; there is some good 
reason for the way he thinks! Toleration is a diffi¬ 
cult and incomprehensible virtue to those who can 
grasp their beliefs in clear-cut outlines, and thor¬ 
oughly disbelieve what they disbelieve, because 
they believe what they believe! Unless it is the 
virtue of the educator or lawmaker, it is the vir¬ 
tue of the incompletely certain mind, or of the 
eclectic, alert for still further portions of his ever 
unfinished collection of truths. 

There is thus a close affiliation between eclec¬ 
ticism and scepticism. The man who takes some¬ 
thing from all sides must discount every side; for 
whatever opinion he considers with favor he will 
have something in common with its opponent also 
or its possible future critic. Like the sceptic, he 
will be too wise to lend himself whole-heartedly to 
anything. Thus universal hospitality is but the 
affirmative form of universal doubt. 

271. Eclecticism cannot be a satisfactory rest' 
ing place for thought; though it may well be a 
necessary stage to go through. It does not lie 
within one’s will to reject a proposition he believes 
true merely on the ground that he does not at the 
time see its connection with his other beliefs. One’s 
first business as a knower of the world is accu¬ 
mulation. 

But it is always a self that accumulates: and a 
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self is a unity which cannot forever live, or face 
the prospect of living, with mental disorder. One 
must believe that the world of reality is consis¬ 
tent with itself; inconsistency is a subjective con¬ 
dition, not an objective fact. If there is no overt 
consistency among our beliefs, there must be a 
lateiit consistency among such of them as are true; 
and we are bound to find it. For we cannot lead 
completely rational lives until that latent agree¬ 
ment among our scattered insights can be grasped 
as a principle giving unity to the whole world¬ 
view. 

There is thus but one way to be adequately 
hospitable without being eclectic: that is by dis¬ 
covering the single principle which shows how the 
various parts of truth belong together. Your phi¬ 
losophy is not your collection: it is your principle. 

272.. The dialectical method. Attempts have 
been made in the history of philosophy to work 
out a systematic method of discovering such a 
final principle. Socrates and Plato developed a 
method of mental experimentation, which Plato 
called the ‘dialectic’—a method well fitted for use 
in conversation or dialogue. It consisted in tak¬ 
ing up any belief one of the speakers chose to 
present; treating it as an hypothesis, and follow¬ 
ing it ruthlessly to its extreme conclusions. An 
element of humor entered the treatment of these 
deductions in the hands of the deft Greek masters 
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of dialectic, through the fact that the sustainers 
of the hypothesis would occasionally find them¬ 
selves on the opposite side of the argument from 
that which they entered. If for this reason, or any 
other, the consequences of the hypothesis were 
unacceptable, a new hypothesis must be tried; and 
the process may be continued until one is found 
which leads to no error. Thus the dialectic is a 
progressive thinking process; and in Plato’s man¬ 
agement of the dialogue, the various hypotheses 
considered would be those which were upheld in 
the current philosophies of his day: the various 
types of philosophy would appear, so to speak, in 
person, and contribute each one its quota to the 
final result. The true hypothesis would be the dia¬ 
lectical survivor,—not the survivor in a Dar¬ 
winian struggle, for the competitors, instead of 
being killed off, are preserved after correction ip 
their subordinate places. 

It is evident that this method has much in com¬ 
mon with the empirical and experimental method 
of to-day: it is, in fact, a form of induction. 

In modern philosophy this method reappears 
with a peculiar sharpening of its angles. It was 
Hegel who most exploited it: in his view, every 
imperfect opinion, when carried out to its conse¬ 
quences, betrays itself into the opposing camp. 
Antithetical opinions generate one another, very 
much as tyranny brings forth anarchy, and 
anarchy tyranny; they may live side by side for 
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a long time without knowing their kinship, re¬ 
garding one another as pure antagonists. But 
when the situation is seen, the thesis and antithe¬ 
sis require a synthesis ^—^a new opinion which shall 
preserve the truth of each of the hostile opinions, 
and eliminate their inconsistency. This synthesis 
Hegel sometimes jepresents as logically derived 
from the antithesis; but for the most part it is 
evidently a new idea, brought into the situation 
like any other new idea, by a stroke of inductive 
invention. Any S 3 mtliesis is truer than its com¬ 
ponent theses; but it maj^ itself be an incomplete 
truth, and thus beget its own antithesis, so that 
a further synthesis is required. The final synthe¬ 
sis is found when we have a proposition w^iich 
every attempt to deny reaffirms. 

This method Hegel applies to the history of 
philosophy: he finds the various divergent philoso¬ 
phies begetting one another, and giving way to 
their synthesis when it arrivivs. In this way, he 
preserves the valid elements of opposing ty^pes in 
his final result (his own philosophy, of course; 
for to every man his own belief must be that true 
belief to which the history of thought, as he reads 
it, leads). At the same time, the structure of this 
world of truth has revealed itself to him as he 
proceeds: he achieves a world-view of vast em¬ 
pirical and historical richness without eclecticism. 
The final truth at which he arrives is that the 
world is Spirit: understanding that it is the na- 
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ture of the Spirit to express itself in these dia¬ 
lectical developments in the world of ideas, in na¬ 
ture, and in history. The universe is the living 
and progressive embodiment of an absolute think¬ 
ing-process. And we, if we come upon the right 
dialectical connection of ideas, find there the es¬ 
sence of reality, and reproduce the scheme of the 
world in ourselves. 

Leaving Hegel’s result out of account, we may 
recognize in his idea of a ‘synthesis,’ as something 
quite different from an addition of heterogeneous 
truths, or a compromise, the sort of relation 
among partial insights which we desire as the 
eventual principle of our philosophy to hold,—a 
rescue from eclecticism. And we may also recog¬ 
nize in the dialectical method a valuable aid in 
finding this principle. It does full justice to the 
empirical and experimental genius of our age, 
while recognizing, as empiricism does not, that 
the last truth in order of discovery may well be a 
necessary truth,—one which has been from the 
very first an unrecognized factor in our thought. 
The "final success of the inductive method is the 
uncoroering of necessary or a priori truth. And we 
know when we have such truth, because when we 
try to deny it, we reaffirm it, as we have seen the 
sceptic doing when he proposes as truth the state¬ 
ment that there is no truth. 

273. No matter what your philosophy is, it will 
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necessarily correspond, in part, with one or more 
of these types; for they present, on fundamental 
questions, the possible alternatives. You cannot 
avoid bringing the ’isms into your collection; and 
there is no reason except vanity for wishing to 
avoid it. For again, no matter what your phi¬ 
losophy is, it will necessarily be an individual per¬ 
ception, the report of an intuition of the world 
which corresponds precisely with tliat of no other 
person. Since each human being is both universal 
and unique: universal as sharing a world of sense, 
of thought and of history witli his kind, and 
unique as seeing these from a position and in a 
light peculiar to himself;—so is the principle of 
his philosophy universal and also unique. I would 
say it is unique first and universal afterward. 
That is, the life of each individual is at first a 
summary and unsharable intuition of reality: it 
becomes his business to find what that intuition 
means, and then to convey or express so much of 
it as he can. This is at once his duty and his hap¬ 
piness. 
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CONFESSIO FIDEI 

274. In saying so much, I have already made, 
in germ, a statement of my own philosophic creed, 
—a statement which, on various counts, I owe to 
you. Working out a philosophy, as we said at the 
beginning, is an inevitable activity for a rational 
being: if it is, in addition, a Muty’ and also a 
‘source of happiness,’ that interesting conjunc¬ 
tion indicates something about the nature of the 
universe in which this philosophizing takes place. 

In a dead or meaningless universe there could 
be no such thing as a duty to reflect about the 
whole of things. On the contrary, it might be a 
human duty to forget about it and attend to the 
day’s business. There could be no utility in con¬ 
templating what no human technique can control 
and no human purpose survive. There is only one 
absolute source of duty; that is, the way to one’s 
destiny, which means, in practice, the way to one’s 
next stage of growth. (Thus one says of a par¬ 
ticularly good play or opera or book, “You ought 
not to miss that”). Only one thing could make 
philosophizing a duty; and that is that the uni¬ 
verse has an intrinsic meaning which one ought 
not to miss, but perceive and enjoy. In fact, un¬ 
less the universe has meaning, philosophizing be- 
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comes a meaningless occupation; for we might 
define philosophy as the effort to interpret expe¬ 
rience as a whole, that is, to find the meaning of 
things. If things have no meaning, philosophy is 
ideally futile. 

It follows that every philosophy of whatever 
type is bound to assume that the universe has a 
meaning (or a system of meanings) ; a meaning 
which is objective, in the sense that it is there 
whether or not you or I discover it, but which can 
be discerned by us.* And since meanings are 
something more than the bare facts of the nat¬ 
ural order, all philosophy is, in its assumptions, 
contradictory to naturalism, taking natuialism 
strictly as the negative doctrine that Nature is 
all there is. 

275, And since meanings are abstractions un¬ 
less they are somehow known or felt or appre¬ 
ciated, the existence of objective meaning in the 
world implies some kind of mental life at tlie core 
of reality. To this extent, I believe that idealism 
is not so much a separate type of philosophy as 
the essence of all philosophy, an assumption 
whether recognized or unrecognized of the philo¬ 
sophic enterprise itself. I take idealism, then, so 
far as this argument carries us, as the centre of 
my metaphysics. And I take this as a point of 

* For a further development of this idea see the article “What 
Does Philosophy Say?*’, Philosophical Review, March, 1928 (xxxvii. 
No. 2). 
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certainty, established by the dialectical method 
of which we were speaking. One who should say 
‘‘The world has no objective meaning” would, as 
I see it, contradict himself. 

276. This amount of idealism one may regard 
as a sort of philosophic minimum. The mystic, I 
believe, is much more adequate in his judgment 
that the world is an almost untouclied reservoir of 
significance and value, whose quality we sense in 
passing perceptions of beauty in nature; or in 
love, which always comes as a surprise strangely 
reflecting on our previous inability to see, so that 
we say of ourselves. 

Atheists are as dull 

Who cannot guess God’s presence out of sight; 

or still more continuously in that vague but in¬ 
escapable sense of impending possible good for 
which we continue to hope while we live. What is 
living.?^ Striving? Yes: incessant striving, but iiot 
‘dumb striving.’ Living is reaching out to the 
reality of things as a region in which the discov¬ 
ery of value need never end. In philosophy, this 
conviction counts as the mystic’s; but in this re¬ 
spect, I believe, again, that every man is an 
avowed or unavowed mystic,—even the Scho¬ 
penhauers. 

277. But why not be content with the judg¬ 
ment that the world has a meaning (and that the 
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old teleological argument was essentially right 
after all) ? Why believe in such a plenum of mean¬ 
ing? Surely this is an a priori prejudice. It is not 
‘optimism’ in the sense that good has to happen to 
everybody in the long run: the good has to be 
found, and we all run a chance of missing it. More 
than that, every one does, as a matter of fact, miss 
much of it, perhaps most of it. That is the essen¬ 
tial and pervasive element of tragedy in the world. 
But I believe tliat the meaning is there: and how 
does that agree with our intellectual duty to take 
things as we empirically find them, the meaning¬ 
ful and the meaningless mixed together in expe¬ 
rience? 

There is, to be sure, something matter-of-fact 
in all discoveries of good. We could never deduce 
music, for example, from any previous knowledge 
about sound; and certainly not from any general 
theorem to the effect that objective values exist. 
We have to be as empirical as you please about 
the flavors of olives, a boat race, the Syrian des¬ 
ert. Values ‘emerge.’ Does not this pure unan- 
ticipable discovery of quality carry with it an 
equal requirement to be empirical toward the 
meaningless? There is much in the world we can 
only accept: it is blank datum,—^there it is! The 
realistic temper in us demands that >ve rub our 
noses against such facts, and acknowledge them. 

Willingly; but for how long? Philosophies 
which run into a wall of blank datum and end 
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there are either tentative or lazy. They dare never 
«ay, These things have no meaning, but only, We 
have not found any, and regard it as not worth 
while to try. Such terminal empiricism toward the 
meaningless is but a personal confession: it im¬ 
plies nothing about the world, but only that the 
speaker should make way for the poet or the ar¬ 
tist, who can see. Empiricism can set up no nega¬ 
tives : and we know this of the world, that values 
heep emerging as we enlarge our capacity and 
learn the adjustment of our instruments of vision. 

278. I should go farther with idealism, and say 
that the world is a self. And I should immediately 
add, in explanation, that the self, so far from be¬ 
ing a wholly evident and graspable being, as Des¬ 
cartes and Berkeley seemed to assume, is infinite 
in its depth and mystery. It is only with this 
understanding that it can be used as a concept 
for the whole of things: the infinite is measured 
by the infinite and the unknown by the unknown. 
Here again mysticism is nearer the truth than 
much current idealism.* This word self indicates 

* When I speak of what the mystic knows of the self, I am dis¬ 
tinctly not referring to an element of semi-occultism whi(‘h runs 
through contemporary psychology under the head of the ‘subcon¬ 
scious.’ 

The subconscious is a veritable fact, and a vastly important fact 
in mental life. That is no reason for making it the home of a host of 
mythical hobgoblins, complexes, and ghosts; or speaking of it as the 
* unconscious’ and imagining one understands an unconscious men¬ 
tal state, as something half-way between mind and body, when one 
uses the word * force’ or * impulse* and thinks of swimming with ones’ 
eyes shut! 

Under the veiled and mechanized form which the * subconscious* 
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chiefly that the mental life within the world has 
its unity, and that all the meanings of things 
cohere in a single will. 

May not all the selfhood in the world be a mani¬ 
festation of something more profound or higher? 
No. For there is nothing higher than selfhood, 
and nothing more p < ofound. Spinoza’s Substance, 
with an infinitude of other attributes, unless it 
were conscious and self-conscious, would be lower 
in being than the simplest of mankind. Within the 
Selfhood of substance there is room for all the 
unfathomed majesty of reality. 

279. The human self, which we take as an im¬ 
perfect image of the whole cosmos, is a thing of 
nature and also something more than that. 

This human self must be made an object of 
scientific study, in its relations to its environment, 
as the naturalistic program requires. There are 
laws of learning, of habit, and the like which 
(since they are not used to ‘manage’ us), we have 
no reason to disown or to break across. Psychol- 
ogy, as a natural science, may explain a great deal 
about ourselves; provided we understand by ‘ex- 


has assumed in contemporary psychology, following the lead of 
Schopenhauer and von Hartmann, it has been the means of conceal¬ 
ing from view all the fertile (though weirdly expressed) inquiry into 
the self as ethical agent, as judge and creator of art, as logician and 
philosopher, which the early idealists were chiefly concernerl with. 
These activities represent far more nearly what the self is than do 
either laboratory reactions or mysterious subliminal cravings. The 
nearly complete loss of all this earlier work to psychology is the 
penalty which science pays when one form of obscurantism finds 
Itself unable to speak or interpret the language of another. 
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plaining’ not deriving one thing from another, 
but simply showing a law of variation. Thus vi¬ 
bration does not explain color in the sense that 
color is derived from vibration; but differences in 
vibration-rate may explain variation in color. The 
physical fact does not produce the mental fact; 
but changes in the one correspond with changes in 
the other. 

The human self is more than a thing of nature, 
because it is more than a fact: facts are not con¬ 
scious of facts,—the self is; facts are not values, 
—the self lives on values and is a value; facts are 
particulars, not universals,—the self is both; facts 
are present,—^the self spans past and future. And 
because of these things, while facts are as they 
must be, the self is free: it determines, out of a 
matrix of plural possibilities, which one shall be 
the fact of the next moment. 

The self is thus a union of opposites. And be¬ 
cause precisely the same opposites are discernible 
in the composition of the larger cosmos and must 
somehow be united there, we may transfer the 
problem of this ‘somehow’ in part to the world 
within, as we do when we recognize that the whole 
is a self. The ultimate evidence for the selfhood of 
the whole is not primarily the evidence of argu¬ 
ment, however, nor of analogy, but that of im¬ 
mediate experience, interpreted by the dialectic. 
We, as a group of human selves, know that we are 
not alone in the universe: that is our first and 
persistent intuition. 



CONFESSIO FIDEI 501 

280. This proposition, that the world is a self, 
I regard as a point of certainty in philosophy. 
And therewith I confess another belief,—^the be¬ 
lief that philosophy aims at certainty^ and can be 
content with nothing less. If one wishes to be em¬ 
phatic, one may say absolute certainty,—there is 
no logical difference between certainty and abso¬ 
lute certainty. Some such certainty is necessary 
to give structure to our system of knowledge, as 
well as to the experimental business of daily life. 
The life of knowledge as well as the life of action 
swings, I believe, in irregular rhythm or alterna¬ 
tion, between this pole of certainty and the region 
of exploration, tentativeness, probability, hy¬ 
pothesis. 

^^Absolutism” I know, is a word of reproach for 
the present age of thought. Rigid codes of truth 
and law and morals are recognized as deadly: it 
has been the genius of our age to get away from 
their shackles. The scientific spirit is open to the 
perennial revision of ideas: we must be ready to 
accept a new hypothesis to-morrow. Yes: but hy 
how much is your hypothesis new? By all that you 
have believed to-day? Then you are no longer the 
same self from day to day, and your mental world 
has become an insane place not worth living in. 

There is a certain illusion in our estimate of 
the degree of change that is going on: it is the 
fascinating aspect of experience, also the aspect 
which requires our qui vive and so holds attention. 
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But the history of all social revolutions reminds 
us that there is a law of continuity in history: 
there is a similar law in the revolutions of thought. 
There is more than continuity: there is a principle 
of changelessness in the basis of things, on which 
certainty can take hold and remain certain. That 
is the objective counterpart of the changelessness 
of the self which apprehends and enjoys change. 

It is true that we must be ready to revise our 
hypotheses: that is why we call them hypotheses. 
We must likewise be ready to revise the laws of 
our life. But what if in doing so we dismantle also 
the spirit of lawfulness and the ‘rule of law’.^ Then 
the change of laws becomes nonsense. We rely— 
when we talk about changing laws—on the sta¬ 
bility of the ‘that’ while we experiment with the 
‘what.’ When a contemporary prophet, urging 
“the transitional character of our times” (all times 
are transitional), admonishes us that “as nothing 
is permanent either in institutions or in thought, 
we must stand ready to revise all the old rules of 
religion and sex, art and letters, politics and law,” 
we hear what is in a sense a truism rather excitedly 
proclaimed; but what, if presented as the whole 
truth, is an exemplary untruism. It can never be a 
question for religion, sex, art, letters whether all 
things change. It can only be a question what 
things are changeable, what are relative to time 
and place, and what things are stable. It is the 
first business of philosophy to make evident what 
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is stable, in order that change may go on with 
freedom of conscience and success. Instrumental¬ 
ism, in the interest of its polemic, neglects the one 
thing needful. 

The true experimental spirit is that of the mys¬ 
tic, who regards evei*y fixed habit as tentative, and 
every conceptual standard as provisional, not be¬ 
cause there is nothing absolute, but because there 
is: and because—since there is this absolute stand¬ 
ard—every conceptualized mental property must 
recurrently be brought to court to bear compari¬ 
son with it. By renewing from time to time his 
perception of that absolute real and good he pre¬ 
pares himself for those fresh contacts with reality 
in social and natural experience, which are des¬ 
tined to revise no one knows how much of tlie 
crusty shell of our assumed axioms and prejudices. 

The scientific method itself (which every con¬ 
temporary philosophy hastens to claim as its own 
peculiar ally, realism, naturalism, pragmatism in 
particular) is no partisan of unlimited relativity 
and change. For the scientific method would be 
nothing without the logic and mathematics it per¬ 
sistently uses. Probability itself must be reckoned 
by a calculus which is beyond the reach of prob¬ 
ability. The realists have done well in asserting 
for this aspect of truth a certain independent 
finality. The pragmatic declaration that the ex¬ 
perimental method is the only method, and that 
therefore all truth must be held tentatively, is a 
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prime example—in so far as it regards this thesis 
itself as permanently true—of a self-refuting po¬ 
sition. 

Thus realism also agrees that there is certainty 
in philosophy; but certainty of an abstract sort; 
whereas the intuitionist adds to this abstraction 
the effect of experience, making it a concrete cer¬ 
tainty. This concrete certainty however must be 
rationally—in this case, dialectically—established. 
It is this which makes the distinction between phi¬ 
losophy and art. Rationality is the genius of phi¬ 
losophy: and in this sense all philosophy is ra¬ 
tionalism. 

281. As on the side of epistemology, so on the 
side of practical philosophy, I believe in a mys¬ 
tical realism, which is the only tenable sort of 
realism. 

We must treat things in the day’s work as if 
they were independent, naturalistic, over against 
us and against us, or at least, not for us. Struggle 
to build a human habitation in the midst of an 
alien universe; unremitting effort to expel by the 
aid of science whatever is evil from our point of 
view; expecting no good from the universe except 
what we human beings construct in the face of 
nature and except the universe itself; and admit¬ 
ting no wrong as inherent in the constitution of 
things:—^this is the program in which we join 
the realist. 
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But who has the eye for this humanistic work, 
and the endless patience and energy for it, in view 
of the fact that the task defined is nothing short 
of infinite? Who can wait until the end of evolu¬ 
tion for an achievement which only remote pos¬ 
terity can ever sec? O^jly one who in some w’ay al¬ 
ready is at the goal, is the mystic is (who for us 
represents the religious spirit). For him, reality 
in its fulness is always accessible where he is: he 
is always in the middle of time and space and his¬ 
tory ; he is never neurotically anxious to catch the 
dernier cri, nor hurried on to a remote goal. He 
alone can labor with endless resources and pa¬ 
tience for what may yet be; for he knows that the 
nature of things is with him. He knows that there 
can be no incommensurable relation between the 
task and the power to deal with it. He knows that 
what is in him is the same substance that has set 
the object and established its over-againstness. He 
is assured, with Confucius, that the “good man is 
a ternion with Heaven and Earth.” 

282. It was one of the strengths of naturalism 
that it had an explanation for the propensity of 
the race to religion. The mystical-realism which 
we are here presenting has its corresponding ex¬ 
planation of the propensity of the race to natu¬ 
ralism, as the mode of thought fitted to the out- 
swing of the alternation of life. 

But this is naturalism on its positive side, not 
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on the side of its negations. It is, let us say, a 
transfigtired naturalism^ which enlarges physical 
nature by making it a province within a greater 
nature. 

Of this enlarged conception of nature we may 
say what we say about the self: it is not in reality 
a scheme of mathematical phenomena shifting law¬ 
fully through endless space and time. It is infinite 
with an inner life of its own. The reality of Na¬ 
ture is the sum of all the meaning that can be 
found in it. Taking Nature as Schelling took it, 
or Bruno, or Royce; not reading its inner being 
from the atoms upward but from consciousness in 
all directions:—taking nature in this way, it and 
its laws become the expression of an ultimate pur¬ 
pose and significance. And nature in turn, with 
its vast impersonality, removes, that taint of ar¬ 
bitrariness which is likely to cling to our usual 
conceptions of ^mind’ and of God. 

Thus, in Dante’s Inferno, the literal element of 
the allegory presents the punishments of the 
damned as having been inflicted by the will of 
God. In the deeper sense of the poem there is noth¬ 
ing arbitrary or conventional in the fortunes of 
these spirits; but the poet is working out, in pic¬ 
torial symbols, the inherent logic of various forms 
of vice, wrong, or simple absence of positive good. 
He is considering the lots of these souls as a work¬ 
ing of a natural law; only, a type of law which 
like the Hindu law of Karma, applies to ethical 
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distinctions, and so works out perfect and invari¬ 
able justice. Such a conception is akin to natu¬ 
ralism ; but a naturalism so transformed that the 
inner mechanism of nature is not a lifeless, but a 
moral lawfulness; and the destiny of the self is 
not limited by the exigencies of any single time- 
space order. 

Some such naturalism as this, so far from be¬ 
ing inconsistent with an idealistic metaphysics, is 
an essential part of the world-picture. It is only 
tlie mystic-idealist who is justified in exploring all 
the ‘hard facts’ and facing all the risks of a natu¬ 
ralistic system of experience, neither defying them 
nor running away. 

283. Humanism, some one said, is a sort of 
“class consciousness,”—^we men banded together 
in solidarity against the universe outside. Yet to 
fix our mind upon the human interest is to lose the 
best things that have come to mankind. These have 
arrived by way of a love of art or of science, as 
we say, for its own sake; with humanity relatively 
out of the focus. How can you do good to individ¬ 
ual men, each of whom contemplates eternity, un¬ 
less you yourself contemplate eternity Consider 
a man as a group of instincts hailing from animal 
ancestry, best understood by looking backward, 
and you can do him a limited amount of good, 
and that at the cost of his humiliation. Consider 
him as a group of impulses tending forward to a 
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will to be immortal, and you find material inter¬ 
ests taken care of as incidents. Humanism can 
be fulfilled only in a world that sustains the zest 
of doing one’s human job as a religious observ¬ 
ance. This can continue only if the world is worth 
that kind of devotion. Humanism depends on a 
transfigured naturalism which is idealism. 

284. This view does justice also to the prag¬ 
matic outlook. For the unfinislied part of the 
world, in Avhich the will to believe has its riglitful 
play, is vaster than idealism usually represents. 
Human life as we find it is not free, sacred, im¬ 
mortal. It must be made free; its sacredness must 
be conferred upon it; its immortality must be 
won. In these respects we arc tlic creators of our 
own destinies: even beyond the humanistic limit, 
the world of our destiny shall be what we believe 
and make it. 
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325 ff. 

Brahmanism, 13, 241, 249, 444, 
465. 

Brain (Body), 97 ff., 224 ff., 
328 f. 

Buddhism, 13, 249. 

I ' 

Categorical Imperative, 151, 
348. 

Categories, 135, 485. 

Causality, 49, 78 f., 97, 103, 
107 ff., 134 f., 188, 205, 226, 
234, 283, 300, 331, 346, 375, 
389. 

Cause vs. Reason, 102 f., 105, 
121. 

Certainty (Knowledge, Abso¬ 
lute, Dialectic, Axiom, Ra¬ 
tionalism), 74, 121, 131 f., 
151, 495, 501. 

Change, 14, 89, 127, 142, 157, 
167, 189, 192 f., 198-201, 
501 f. 

Changeless, Changelessness, 
127, 168, 192 f., 201, 279, 502 

Christianity, 86, 145, 160, 235, 
249, 445. 

Circumstance, 366. 


516 



516 


SUBJECT INDEX 


Civilization, 87, 478. 

Classification (Likeness, Dif¬ 
ference), 191, 215. 

Codes, 27, 363. 

Coincidence of Extremes, 442. 

Combat, 365. 

Common Sense, 68, 196. 

Communication, 211, 320, 326. 

Concept, Conception (Per¬ 
cept, Idea, Intellect, Uni¬ 
versal), 191, 197, 200. 

Configuration (Form), 105 f., 
112 ff. 

Conscience, 147, 292, 470 f. 

Consciousness, 52, 54 f., 57, 
63, 70, 217, 506. 

Conserv^ation of energy, 89, 
224 f., 232. 

Conservation of value, 31. 

Consistency, 157, 162 f., 484 
f., 487, 489. 

Contemplation, 466, 474. 

Continuity (Infinite), 89, 198 
ff., 502. 

Cosmological Argument, 28, 
29, 75, 78, 303. 

Courage, 471. 

Creation, 49, 303, 369, 391. 

Creativity, 205, 295, 315, 329, 
508. 

Creed, 25, 123. 

Crime and Punishment, 101, 
346. 

Critical Realism, 401 n. 

Criticism, 361. 

Curiosity, 230. 

Death, 25, 30, 45, 296 f., 332. 

Deduction (Logic, Rational¬ 
ism, Induction), 166. 

Democracy, 124, 160. 

Desire, 148 f., 234, 354. 

Destiny (Death, Immortal¬ 
ity), 332 f., 494. 

Determinism (Freedom, Law, 
Causality), 188, 226. 

Devil, 218. 

Dialectic, 129, 131, 164 f., 183, 
197, 298, 337, 373, 489, 495, 
504. 


Discipline, 84. 

Divine, 26, 28 ff. 

Dogma, 182. 

Dream, 28, 295. 

Dualism, chs. XVI-XVIII; 11, 
206, 306, 309, 388 f. 

Duration (Time), 204. 

Duty (Ethics, Obligation), 13, 
323, 339. 

Eclecticism, 21. 

Education, 340, 343. 

EflSicient Cause, 106. 

Ego-centric predicament, 286. 

Egoism (Altruism), 13. 

Elan vital, 190. 

Emergent Evolution, 56 f., 112 

ff. 

Empiricism (Experience, Ra¬ 
tionalism), 16, 133 f., 143, 
150, 156, 193, 208, 490, 497 f. 

Endocrine glands, 61 f., 101. 

Ends (Means), 228, 336. 

Energism, 41. 

Energy, 28, 55, 89, 217, 224, 
300. 

Enjoyment, 365. 

Entelechy, 232. 

Enthusiasm, 33, 66, 445. 

Epipjienomcnon, 236. 

Equality, 345, 349 f. 

Error, 402, 406, 411, 420, 422. 

Essence (Universal), 220, 492. 

Esthetics, 17, 147, 186, 340. 

Eternal, Eternity, 87, 220, 507. 

Ethics (Morality, Duty, Clood, 
Evil Values), chs. V, 
XXVIII; 11 f., 31, 83, 151, 
165, 234. 

Event (Change), 91. 

Evil, 31, 81, 210, 217 f., 238 f., 
366, 373, 413, 429 f., 449, 453, 
458, 504. 

Evolution (Emergent Evolu¬ 
tion), 49, 59, 71, 112 ff., 147, 
155, 470. 

Exktenz, 269. 

Experience (Empiricism, In¬ 
tuition), 16, 23, 133,147, 208, 
217, 233, 284, 453, 485, 504 
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Experimentalisrn, 143 f., 168, 
490, 601, 503. 

Explanation, 67, 94, 95, 97, 
105, 215, 24S. 

Externality (Objectivity;, 271 
277. 

External Relations, 378, 

Fact, 99, 105, 375, 500. 

Faith, 183. 

Fatalism (Freedom, Deter 
mimsin), 185. 

Fear, 178. 

Feeling, ch. XI; 29. 31, 56, 
157. 

Final Causes (Teleology, Pur¬ 
pose), 80, 106 ff. 

Finite, 376. 

First Cause, 41. 

Form (Configuration), 112, 
135, 237, 308, 386. 

Freedom (Determinism), 43 
f., 149, 184, 185, 205, 330- 
332, 355, 437, 475, 500, 508. 

Friendship, 210, 477. 

Genius, 211, 476 

Geometry, 134, 279, 280, 281 

Given, The, 106, 283. 

Glands, endocrine, 61 f., 101. 

God, 26, 27, 34, 41, 42, 67 74 
ff., 144, 150, 152, 170, 185 f., 
238, 241, 255, 287 f., 297, 303, 
322, 372, 376, 390, 404, 479, 
506. 

Good, 221, 238, 450, 464, 473, 
503. 

Habit, 154, 206 

Happiness, 84, 85, 149, 169, 
469. 493. 

Heredity, 82, 148. 

History, 205, 358, 470, 502. 

Holy, 33, 149. 

Honor, 342, 349, 471. 

Humanism, 156, 429, 478, 507, 

Humanity, 69. 

Hypothesis (Scientific 
Method), 143, 166, 501. 

Hypothetical Imperative, 347 f. 


Idea, 63, 152, 154. 219 f., 230, 
248, 386, 492 

Idealism, ch'>. XIX-XXIX; 
10, 236, 242, 438, 465, 179. 
484, 495 

Illusion (Appearance), 248, 
252 f., 270, 405. 

Imagination, 65, 187, 476. 
Imitation, iierfcct. 162 
Immediate, 185, 193, 453, 500 
Immortality (Destiny), 27, 42 
f., 67, 149 f., 160, 308, 445, 
508. 

Imperatives, 347 f. 
Independence (Objectivity), 
161, 221, 225, 237, 248, 269. 
274, 387, 474. 

IndilTerence (Xeutnil Obiect). 
128. 

Individual, 54, 358 f. 
Induction. 16. 209, 490, 491 
492 

Ineffable, 440, 442, 446, 448 iT 
Infinity, 50, 77, 80, 99. 114, 
149, 199. 312, 423 n, 506 
Instinct, 31, 61, 81, 14S, 177. 

180 f., 229, 319 n., 344, 507 
Institutions, 356. 
Instrumentalism, 155, 167, 503 
Intellect (Reason, Knowledge, 
Concept, Intuition), 178, 
190 ff., 208 ff 

Interaction, Interactionism, 
223, 226 ff. 

Interest (Desire, Will), 191, 
Intuition, 7, 15, 68, 249, 251 fi., 
438, 442, 470, 493, 500 
Intuition, acquired, 208 f. 
Intuitionism, chs. XI-XV. 
Irony, Socratic, 129. 

Judaism, 250. 

Judgment, 131 f., 137, 170 
Justice, 150, 210, 351, 364, 469 

Karma, 506. 

Knowledge (Epistemology, 
Absolute, Intellect, Reason, 
Analysis) chs. VIII-XV; 
17, 177, 185, 208 ff.. 291, 401, 
420, 438, 453, 465, 474. 
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Language, 176, 318. 

Laughter, 179. 

Law, 105, 206, 210, 216, 301, 
502. 

Life, *60, 63, 189, 204 f., 247. 
Likeness (Difference, Rela¬ 
tion, Genus, Class), 101, 215. 
Logic, 17, 164, 603. 

Logical Positivism, 379 n. 
Logos, 219. 

Lost trace, 161. 

Love (Altruism, Fraternity), 
86, 392, 454, 464, 476, 496. 
Loyalty, 25, ^8. 

Machine (Mechanism, Orga¬ 
nism), 108, 227. 

Magic, 25. 

Man, 39. 

Mana, 28. 

Management, 63,101, 346,438. 
Mass, 89. 

Materialism, 10, 41 £., 68, 70, 
91 f., 96, 216, 219, 235. 
Mathematics, 131 f., 134. 
Matter (Substance), 89, 207, 
221, 239 f., 307, 308. 
Meaning (Value, Purpose, 
Sign), 99, 110 f., 152 ff., 176, 
225, 229, 329, 494 ff. 

Means (End), 112. 

Mechanics, 131. 

Mechanism, 188, 205 f., 229. 
Memory, 204. 

Mental energy, 56. 

Mental tests, 209. 
Metaphysics, 8, 92, 94, 143, 
284, 314, 352. 

Metaphysics and ethics, 150. 
Mind, 61, 55, 69 f., 63, 70, 93, 
96 ff., 219, 221, 227, 234, 239 
f., 277, 313, 411, 427, 450, 
606. 

Miracle, 34, 43. 

Misology, 125. 

Monads, 287. 

Monism, 226, 236, 377, 387, 

442, 478. 

Moral conditions of truth, 

443, 475. 


Moral value, 100. 

Morale, 165. 

Motion, 70, 89, 96, 128, 189, 
199, 216. 

Multiconsistent universe, 162 f 

Mutations, 58. 

Mysteries, The, 444. 

Mystic, Mysticism, chs. 
XXXIII-XXXVI; 362, 429, 
495, 498, 503, 605. 

Myth, 25, 145. 

Naturalism, chs. III-VII; 10, 
39, 121, 124, 136, 152, 188, 
208, 247, 251, 276, 292, 295. 
314, 324, 33&^0, 368, 458, 
495 504 

Nature, ch. XXV; 9, 39 f., 78, 
84,148,207,241,248,322, 506. 

Negative Path, 459 ff., 463. 

Neo-Realism, ch. XXXI. 

Neo-vitalism, 226 f. 

Neutral entities, 397, 410 f., 
426, 449, 456. 

Nirvana, 465. 

Non-assertion, 442, 469. 

Non-ego (not-self, externality, 
Objectivity). 

Number, 128, 279. 

Oblect, 323. 

Objective Idealism, ch. XXIV. 

Objectivity (Externality, Non¬ 
ego), 77, 259, 277, 438. 

Obligation (Duty, Ought), 26, 
33, 361 f., 494. 

Ontological argument, 76, 78. 

Optimism, 153, 497. 

Organism, 112, 186, 190, 227. 

Originality, 228, 467, 470, 476, 
487. 

Other Minds (Solipsism), ch 
XXVI* 256. 

Ought (Obligation, Duty), 339 

Panpsychism, 256. 

Paradox, 128, 259, 441. 

Parallelism, 223 ff. 

Parsimony, Law of, 49. 

Passivity, v. Activity. 

Peace, 365. 
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Perception (Sensation), 185, 
189, 195, 399, 422 f. 

Perfection, 77. 149, 220. 

Permanence (Change, 
Changeless, Substance), 127. 

Personality, 137, 223, 347, 370, 
450. 

Pessimism, 13. 

Phenomenalism, 294. 

Philosophy, 1. 

Physics, 72. 88, 134, 188, 294. 

Pleasure (Sensation, Quality, 
Happiness), 85, 100, 166. 

Pluralism (Monism, Dualism), 
217, 407, 478, 484. 

Poet, Poetry, 209. 

Positivism, 42, 67, 379 n. 

Possibility (Probability), 74, 
111, 114, 115, 149, 309. 

Postulate, 109 ff., 149. 

Poverty, 463. 

Power, 26, 137, 150, 217, 474 f 

Pragmatism, chs. IX-X; 18, 
138, 191, 503, 508. 

Pragmatism, Negative, 164. 

Prayer, 25, 43, 460. 

Prejudice, 4, 6, 15. 

Primitive thought, 23, 122 f. 

Probability (Induction, Cer¬ 
tainty), 109, 501, 503. 

Prophet, 182, 209, 470. 

Prostitution, 349, 365. 

Providence, 34. 

Psychiatry, 356. 

Psycho-analysis, 235 n. 

Psychology, 17, 60 ff., 69, 104, 
177,184, 206, 209, 498 n., 499. 

Purpose (Meaning, Final 
Cause, Teleology), 46, 107 
ff., 227, 306. 

Qualities, Primary and Secon¬ 
dary, 266, 401 f. 

Quality (Value), 29, 94, 100, 
166, 476, 478 

Quanta, Quantum Theory, 90 

Quantity, 105 f.. 111. 

Rationalism, 16, 122 ff., 131 ff., 
134, 142, 184 f., 193. 446, 504. 


Realism, chs. XXX-XXXII; 
73, 269, 503 f. 

Realism in art and politics, 
384 f. 

Realiiy (Metaphysics), 4*1 f., 
77, 148, 170, 186, 216, 251 f., 
270, 271, 274, 288, 293, 296, 
315, 331, 344, 371, 379, 441, 
450, 461. 

Realization, 461, 465. 

Reason (Intellect, Logic, 
Knowledge), 7, 16, 70, 131, 

150, 184, 212, 215, 219, 356 
f, 437, 489 

Reflex Arc, 60. 

Relations (see External and 
Internal), 372, 396 n., 409, 
410, 427. 

Relativity (Physics), 91, 373 n. 
Relativity of Knowledge (Ag¬ 
nosticism, Positivism), 80, 
133, 158, 191. 

Religion, 24, 63 f, 136, 151, 
169, 238, 249, 465. 
Revelation, 31, 123. 
Revolution, 357 f. 

Ridicule, Test of, 179. 

Right (Duty, Ethics, Law), 
338. 

Risk, 158. 

Rite, Ritual, 25, 153 f. 

Sacrifice (Altruism), 344. 
Scepticism, ch. VIII; 126, 488 
Scholasticism, 389 f. 

Science, 47, 131, 191, 254. 
Scientific Method, 49, 131 ff., 

151, 166, 475, 501 

Self (Soul, Mind, Ego, Per¬ 
sonality), 50, 188, 193, 223, 
257, 290, 327, 330, 411. 442, 
465, 488, 498 f., 502. 
Self-consciousness, 98, 195 ff., 
330-^32. 

Self-expression, 84, 339, 493. 
Sensation, 70, 127, 231, 323. 
459, 478. 

Senses (as sources of knowl¬ 
edge), 127, 131 f., 220, 320 £. 
Sex, 365. 
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Sign (Symbol, Meaning), 197, 
302. 

Simplicity (Complexity), 157, 
190, 209, 428 f. 

Slavery, 348, 354. 

Social ethics, 165. 

Social pragmatism, 159. 

Society, 29, 65, 477. 

Solipsism, 286, 315 n., 371. 
Sophistry, 125 ff. 

Soul (Self), 25, 27, 45, 237. 
Space, 4, 39 f., 90, 98, 135, 216, 
278 f., 288, 319, 410. 
Speculation, 27, 28, 232. 
Spiritualism, ch. II; 65. 
Stoicism, 12. 

Strife, 217 f., 243. 
Subconscious, 55, 326. 
Subjective Idealism, ch. 
XXII. 

Subjective Revelation, 257 ff. 
Subjectivism, 260. 

Subjectivity, 90, 163. 
Sublimation, 235. 

Subsistence, 403. 

Substance, 10 f, 216, 249, 261 
f., 270, 387, 499. 

Supernature, Supernaturalism, 
25, 41, 51, 142, 159, 479. 
Symbol (Sign), 155, 327. 
Sympathy, 179, 190, 440 f. 

Tao, 238 f., 469. 

Teleological proof, 75, SO, 303, 
496 f. 

Teleology (Purpo.se, Final 
Cause), ch. VII; 164, 186. 
That and What, 211, 451 f., 
502. 

Time, 80, 90, 99, 135, 188, 204, 
217, 239, 278 f, 288, 370, 431. 
Toleration, 487 f. 

Tradition, 5, 66, 124. 


Tragedy, 497. 

Truth, 102 ff., 125,142, 145, 154 
ff., 162 f., 168 f., 211. 
Truthfulness, 359, 363, 477. 
Types, 18, 20, 483, 485. 

Unfinished, The, 171, 242. 
Uniqueness, 194, 211, 493. 
Unity (monism), 34, 193, 215, 
472, 499. 

Universal (Idea, Concept, Par¬ 
ticular), 303, 403, 423, 493. 
Unknowable, The, 136. 
Utilitarianism, 152. 

Values, 17, 26, 31, 100, 111 f., 
336, 353, 455, 474, 500, 508. 
Vanity, 341. 

Vedantism, 249. 

Verification, 156, 166. 

Virtues, 462, 469. 

Vision (Intuition), 182 f, 220. 
Vision, Beatific, 453, 455, 457, 
459, 464, 472. 

Vision, Theory of, 263. 
Voluntarism (Pragmatism), 
143. 

Wage-relation, 348. 

War, 357 f. 

Whole, knowledge of, 3, 180, 
185, 202, 208, 211. 

Will, 141, 177, 183, 231, 313. 
Will to Believe, 171. 

Will to Live, 181. 

Will to Power, 181, 360. 
Wisdom, 212. 

Wit, 179. 

Worship, 210, 465, 477. 

Yang and Yin, 217. 

Yoga, 258, 465. 
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